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INTRODUCTORY NOTE. 

HE present work represents the fulfilment of the under- 

taking announced in the preface to ‘ Biblical Essays’ a 

year and a half ago. As that volume consisted of introduc- 

tory essays upon New Testament subjects, so this comprises 

such of Dr Lightfoot’s notes on the text as in the opinion of 

the Trustees of the Lightfoot Fund are sufficiently complete 

to justify publication. However, unlike ‘Biblical Essays,’ 

of which a considerable part had already been given to the 

world, this volume, as its title-page indicates, consists entirely 

of unpublished matter. It aims at reproducing, wherever 

possible, the courses of lectures delivered at Cambridge by 

Dr Lightfoot upon those Pauline Epistles which he did not 

live to edit in the form of complete commentaries. His 

method of trusting to his memory in framing sentences in 

the lecture room has been alluded to already in the preface 

to the previous volume. But here again the Editor’s difficulty 

has been considerably lessened by the kindness of friends 

who were present at the lectures and have placed their note- 

books at the disposal of the Trustees. As on the previous 

occasion, the thanks of the Trustees are especially due to 

W. P. Turnbull, Esq., formerly Fellow of Trinity College, 

Cambridge and now one of Her Majesty’s Inspectors of 

Schools, and to the Rev. H. F. Gore-Booth, Rector of Sacred 

Trinity, Salford ; and the notes lent for the present work by 

the Right Reverend F. Wallis, D.D., Senior Fellow of Gonville 
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and Caius College and Lord Bishop of Wellington, New 

Zealand, and by the Rev. A. Lukyn Williams, Chaplain and 

Head of the London Mission of the Jews’ Society, have 

been of great service. Those who attended Dr Lightfoot’s 

lectures will recollect that he was accustomed to deliver 

them slowly, thus rendering it possible for a fast writer to 

take them down almost word for word. The materials thus 

rendered available have been carefully compared with the 

original draft. The Editor feels confident that the result 

may be accepted as representing with fair accuracy the 

Bishop’s actual words. 

The above explanation applies to the notes on the Two 

Epistles to the Thessalonians, and on the first seven chapters 

(for no more is here published) of the First Epistle to the 

Corinthians and of the Epistle to the Romans. In the case 

of the fragment of the Epistle to the Ephesians (Eph. i. 

I—1I4) no qualification is necessary; for in this case the 

Bishop’s manuscript is written out fully, just as he intended 

it for publication in his contemplated edition of that Epistle. 

It thus represents his final judgment on these verses. 

In a few places, quotations, carefully specified, have been 

inserted from Dr Lightfoot’s book ‘On a Fresh Revision of 

the English New Testament’ (3rd Edition with an additional 

appendix, 1891), a work which, though published with a 

special purpose, yet contains a great amount of New Testa- 

ment exegesis of permanent value. 

The Trustees gladly take the opportunity of again ex- 

pressing their thanks to the officers and workmen of the 

University Press for their intelligent criticism and their un- 
failing courtesy. 

J. RH. 

CORPUS CHRISTI COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE, 

Feast of the Conversion of St Paul, 1895. 



EXTRACT FROM THE LAST WILL AND TESTAMENT OF THE 

LATE JOSEPH BARBER LIGHTFOOT, LORD BISHOP OF 

DURHAM. 

“T bequeath all my personal Estate not hereinbefore other- 

“wise disposed of unto [my Executors] upon trust to pay and 

“transfer the same unto the Trustees appointed by me under 

“and by virtue of a certain Indenture of Settlement creating 

“a Trust to be known by the name of ‘ The Lightfoot Fund 

“for the Diocese of Durham’ and bearing even date herewith 

“but executed by me immediately before this my Will to be 

“administered and dealt with by them upon the trusts for the 

“purposes and in the manner prescribed by such Indenture 

“of Settlement.” 

EXTRACT FROM THE INDENTURE OF SETTLEMENT OF ‘ THE 

LIGHTFOOT FUND FOR THE DIOCESE OF DURHAM.’ 

“WHEREAS the Bishop is the Author of and is absolutely 

“entitled to the Copyright in the several Works mentioned in 

“the Schedule hereto, and for the purposes of these presents 

“he has assigned or intends forthwith to assign the Copyright 

“in all the said Works to the Trustees. Now the Bishop 

“doth hereby declare and it is hereby agreed as follows :— 

“The Trustees (which term shall hereinafter be taken to 

“include the Trustees for the time being of these presents) 
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“shall stand possessed of the said Works and of the Copy- 

“right therein respectively upon the trusts following (that is 

“to say) upon trust to receive all moneys to arise from sales 

“or otherwise from the said Works, and at their discretion 

“from time to time to bring out new editions of the same 

“ Works or any of them, or to sell the copyright in the same or 

“any of them, or otherwise to deal with the same respectively, 

“it being the intention of these presents that the Trustees 

“shall have and may exercise all such rights and powers in 

“respect of the said Works and the copyright therein re- 

“spectively, as they could or might have or exercise in re- 

“lation thereto if they were the absolute beneficial owners 

“thereof... 

“The Trustees shall from time to time, at such discretion 

“as aforesaid, pay and apply the income of the Trust funds 

“for or towards the erecting, rebuilding, repairing, purchas- 

“ing, endowing, supporting, or providing for any Churches, 

“Chapels, Schools, Parsonages, and Stipends for Clergy, and 

“other Spiritual Agents in connection with the Church of 

“England and within the Diocese of Durham, and also for 

“or towards such other purposes in connection with the said 

“Church of England, and within the said Diocese, as the 

“Trustees may in their absolute discretion think fit, provided 

“always that any payment for erecting any building, or in 

“relation to any other works in connection with real estate, 

“shall be exercised with due regard to the Law of Mortmain; 

“it being declared that nothing herein shall be construed as 

“intended to authorise any act contrary to any Statute or 

“other Law.... 

“In case the Bishop shall at any time assign to the 

“ Trustees any Works hereafter to be written or published by 

“him, or any Copyrights, or any other property, such transfer 
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“shall be held to be made for the purposes of this Trust, and 

“all the provisions of this Deed shall apply to such property, 

“subject nevertheless to any direction concerning the same 

“which the Bishop may make in writing at the time of such 

“transfer ; and in case the Bishop shall at any time pay any 

“money, or transfer any security, stock, or other like property 

“to the Trustees, the same shall in like manner be held for 

“the purposes of this Trust, subject to any such contempo- 

“raneous direction as aforesaid, and any security, stock or 

“property so transferred, being of a nature which can lawfully 

“be held by the Trustees for the purposes of these presents, 

“may be retained by the Trustees, although the same may 

“not be one of the securities hereinafter authorised. 

“The Bishop of Durham and the Archdeacons of Durham 

“and Auckland for the time being shall be ex-officio Trustees, 

“and accordingly the Bishop and Archdeacons, parties hereto, 

“and the succeeding Bishops and Archdeacons, shall cease to 

“be Trustees on ceasing to hold their respective offices, and 

“the number of the other Trustees may be increased, and the 

“ power of appointing Trustees in the place of Trustees other 

“than Official Trustees, and of appointing extra Trustees, 

“shall be exercised by Deed by the Trustees for the time 

“being, provided always that the number shall not at any 

“time be less than five. 

“The Trust premises shall be known by the name of 

“The Lightfoot Fund for the Diocese of Durham.” 
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THE EPISTLES OF ST PAUL. 

I. 

THE SECOND APOSTOLIC JOURNEY. 

1. 

FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. 

L. EP. 

R, 



SURELY I COME QUICKLY. 

Surely He cometh, and a thousand voices 

Shout to the saints and to the deaf are dumb; 

Surely He cometh, and the earth rejoices, 

Glad in His coming, Who hath sworn, T come. 

Ad hoc regnum me vocare, 

Juste Judex, tu dignare, 

Quem expecto, quem requiro, 

Ad quem avidus suspiro. 



ANALYSIS. 

I. SALUTATION. i. 1. 

II, NARRATIVE PORTION. i. 2—iii. 13. 

i, The Apostle gratefully records their conversion to the Gospel and 
progress in the faith. i. 2—1r0. 

ii. He reminds them how pure and blameless his life and ministry 
among them had been. ii. 1—12. 

iii. He repeats his thanksgiving for their conversion, dwelling especially 
on the persecutions which they had endured. ii. 13—16. 

iv. He describes his own suspense and anxiety, the consequent mission 
of Timothy to Thessalonica, and the encouraging report which he 
brought back. ii, 17—iii. ro. 

v. The Apostle’s prayer for the Thessalonians. iii. r1—13. 

III. HorTATORY PORTION. iv. I—v. 24. 

i. Warning against impurity. iv. r—8. 

ii. Exhortation to brotherly love and sobriety of conduct. iv. g—12. 

iii. Touching the Advent of the Lord. iv. 13—v. 11. 

(@) The dead shall have their place in the resurrection. iv. 13—18. 

(2) The time however is uncertain, v. 1—3. 
(c) Therefore all must be watchful. v. 4—11. 

iv. Exhortation to orderly living and the due performance of social 

duties. v. 12—I15. 

v. Injunctions relating to prayer and spiritual matters generally. 
v. 16—22. 

vi. The Apostle’s prayer for the Thessalonians. v. 23, 24. 

IV. PERSONAL INJUNCTIONS AND BENEDICTION. v. 25—28. 





CHAPTER I. 

1. SALUTATION, i. 1. 

THE prefatory salutations in all the acknowledged Epistles of St Paul 

are the same in their broad features, though exhibiting minor variations 

often very significant. These variations may most frequently be traced 

to the peculiar relations existing between the Apostle and those whom he 

addresses. Even in other instances where the motives which have 

influenced the choice of the particular expression are too subtle to be 
apprehended, the differences of expression are still significant from a 
chronological point of view, as denoting a particular epoch in the 

Apostle’s life. We have examples of both kinds in the salutation to 
the Epistle; of the former in the omission of any allusion to his 
Apostleship, of the latter in the expression rf éxxAygoia. 

In this salutation the Apostle attaches the names of Silvanus and 
‘ Timotheus to his own. They were staying with him at Corinth at the 

time when the letter was written (see Acts xviii. 5, 2 Cor. i. 19), and 
as they were joint founders of the Thessalonian Church (see Acts xvi. 
I—3, xvii. 4, 10, 14), are naturally named in conjunction with him. The 

degree of participation in the contents of the letter on the part of those, 
whose names are thus attached, will vary according to the circumstances 

of the case. Here, for instance, the connexion is close; for Silvanus and 

Timotheus (the former especially) stood very much in the same position 

as St Paul himself with respect to the claim which they had on the 
obedience of their Thessalonian converts: and thus the Apostle through- 
out uses the plural ‘ze beseech,’ ‘we would not have you ignorant’ (iv. I, 13). 

On the other hand, in the First Epistle to the Corinthians, the name of 

Sosthenes appears with that of St Paul in the introductory salutation 

simply as a Corinthian brother who was with St Paul at the time. 
Accordingly, as he did not stand in any position of authority, he has no 

special connexion with the contents of the Epistle, and does not reappear 
again directly or indirectly, but the Apostle at once returns to the 

singular, ‘7 thank my God’ (1 Cor. i. 4). 
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The name of Silvanus is placed before that of Timotheus, not only 

because he held a superior position in the Church generally—he was a 
leading man among the brethren dyjp ryovpevos ev rois ddehgois (Acts xv. 

22), while Timotheus was only a young disciple (Acts xvi. 1 sq.)—but also 

because he took a more prominent part in founding these very churches 

of Macedonia (Acts xvi. 19, 25, 29, xvii. 4, 10). 

1. Tlatdkos] On the omission of the official title droaroAos in both 
Epistles to the Thessalonians, as well as in those to the Philippians and 

to Philemon, see the note on Phil. i. 1. 

Ztdovavés] So called wherever he is mentioned by St Paul (e.g. 
2 Thess. i. 1, 2 Cor. i. 19), is to be identified with Silas of the Acts. 

This appears from the identity of situation ascribed to the two in 

the historical narrative and the allusions in the Epistle. Later tradition 

distinguishes Silas from Silvanus, making the former Bishop of Corinth, 

the latter of Thessalonica. The multiplication of persons is not un- 

common in ecclesiastical legends, where it was necessary to make up 

a list of bishops—though in the parallel instance of Epaphras and 

Epaphroditus there is better ground for the distinction of persons. 

The name Silas is contracted from S:Aovavds, as Aovxas from Aovxavos, 

Tlappevas from Tappevidns, Anpas from Anpapyos or Anpuyrpios, this con- 

traction applying equally to Greek and Latin names and without 

respect to their termination. See the note on Nuudas (Colossians, 
p- 242), where instances are given from inscriptions. Similar con- 

tractions are found in classical writers also, ’Adefas for "ANé£avdpos, 

Krijots for Kryoias, Nixis for Nixias, SiBupris for BBvprios (see the 

examples given in Schoemann on Isaeus p. 274 quoted by Koch p. 50). 

Waddington (Voyage en Asie-Mineure, 1853, p. 32) instances the form 

*Apras (Thuc. vii. 33, Boeckh C. /. G. 111. no. 3960 4) as a further contraction 

of ’Aprepas, itself contracted from *Aprepidwpos. Letronne (Recueil des 

Inscriptions Grecques et Latines, 1848, 1. p. 54) gives among other 
examples Mnvas for Mnvddepos, KAcoras for KAedrarpos, Znvas for Zyvd8wpos, 

and a number of words in -as contracted from -éas, Hpwras, ditoras, 

*Apioras, Swras, Savpas etc., with genitives in -aros. On the other hand 
Jerome (de om. Hebr. s.v.) considers Silas to be the original Hebrew 
name ny equivalent to ‘apostolus’; comp. his commentary on Gal. i. 1 
(Op. VII. p. 374). It appears as a Jewish name in Josephus (Azz. xiv. 3. 
2, xviii. 6. 7, xix. 7. 1), and in inscriptions, e.g. Boeckh C. /. G. Ul. no. 
4511 Saporyépapuos 6 kai Zeikas (Emesa). The name Silvanus also is not 
uncommon in inscriptions; it occurs eg. Orelli no. 2566 and on an 
inscription found at Ancyra (Boeckh III. no. 4071). 

Silas first appears in the narrative of the Acts in the account of the 
Apostolic Congress (xv. 22), on which occasion he is employed with 
Judas, as bearer of the letter to the Gentile Christians at Antioch. He 
subsequently accompanies St Paul, as it would appear, during the whole 
of his second missionary journey, only parting from him in order to 

4 
1: 
Ay 
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maintain his intercourse with the Macedonian Churches (see Bzd/ical 

Essays, p. 245 sq.). He is not mentioned as accompanying St Paul, 

when the Apostle left Corinth at the close of this second missionary 
journey, nor is his name found subsequently in St Luke’s narrative. He 

was obviously a Jewish Christian (Acts xvi. 20), but, like St Paul, a 

Roman citizen (Acts xvi. 37, 38). Hence his Roman name Silvanus. 

The Silvanus mentioned as the bearer of St Peter’s first Epistle (1 Pet. v. 

12) is probably the same person, but the name is too common to allow of 

the identity being pressed. See on this point Bleek, Hedr. I. B, p. 408, 

and on Silas generally Cellarius, assert. de Sila viro apost. 1773, referred 

to by Koch ad Joc., Cureton, Syrzac Gospels, p. viii., Zimmer, Jahrb. f. 

Prot. Theol. 1881, p. 721, Jiilicher 2b. 1882, p. 538, Seufert Zeztsch. f. 

Wiss. Theol. XXVIU, 1885, p. 350, and Klépper, 7heol. Stud. u. Skizz. 

1889, p. 73 sq. 
Tip6@cos] Timotheus appears prominently in ten out of the thirteen 

Epistles of St Paul, the exceptions being Galatians, Colossians and 

Titus. Having joined St Paul about a year before this, his earliest 

Epistle, was written, he remained with him with occasional interruptions 

to the end of his life. 
rij xAnola O.] This form of address is peculiar to the five earliest of 

St Paul’s Epistles, 1, 2 Thessalonians, 1, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians. 

His later letters to Christian communities are addressed rois dyios or 

trois ddeAgois, or in some similar way. Until a satisfactory explanation is 

given of this variation, we must be content with its significance as a 

chronological mark. Dr Jowett accounts for the omission in the later 
Epistles as follows, ‘perhaps because to the Apostle, in his later years, 

the Church on earth seemed already passing into the heavens’ (The 

Epistles of St Paul, \. p. 43, 2nd ed.). 
' @eroadovxéwv] The history of Thessalonica and of the establishment 

of Christianity there is treated fully in Bzd/ical Essays, pp. 235 sq., 251 sq. 

& @cd warpl...Xpierd}] It is doubtful whether these words should be 
taken (1) with 7 éxxAnoia ©., as denoting the sphere in which the Church 

moved ; or (2) separately, as applying to the word understood in the 

ellipsis, whether yaipew or ypdpover. The clause dd Gcod mwarpés K.7.A. is 
probably not genuine: otherwise it would decide in favour of the first 
construction by which a meaningless tautology would be avoided. On 

the other hand the absence of the article rj before ev @ce@ x.7.A. is by no 

means decisive against the first construction, for the New Testament 

usage is far from uniform in this respect; see ii. 14, iv. 16, 2 Thess. iii. 

14, and the note on Gal. i. 13 (dvaorpopyy more). On the whole probably 

we should connect with rj éxxAnolia; for first it is more in accordance 

with St Paul’s manner, in designating those whom he addresses, to add 

some words expressive of their calling in God and Christ, as a comparison 

with the salutation in his other Epistles will show; and secondly the word 

rh} exeAnaia can scarcely have been stamped with so definite a Christian 
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meaning in the minds of these recent and early converts to the Gospel, as 

to render the addition of the words ev Gc marpi «7.A. superfluous. As 
St Chrysostom says, who adopts the construction here preferred in his 
comment on the passage, it was necessary to distinguish it from sodAai 

ékkAnoiat Kat "lovdaixat cat ‘EAAnuixai, See e.g. 1 Thess. ii, 14, and the note 

there on the word ékxAngia. 

Xdpis tpiy Kal elprjvn] This peculiarly Christian greeting is generally 
regarded as a blending together of the heathen form of salutation 

xaipew, and the Jewish pybyi. But xdpis has only the very slenderest 

connexion with yaipew in respect to meaning, though derived from a 
common root. Xdpis is the source of all real blessings, e/pyvy their end 

and issue. 

This is the form of greeting adopted in all St Paul’s Epistles (with 

the exception of those to Timothy), and in the Epistles of St Peter. 

In the two Pastoral Epistles above, and in 2 Joh. 3, the form is ydpis, ZAeos, 

elpyyyn. Perhaps it is no idle fancy to trace in the additional touch of 

tenderness communicated by feos in these later Epistles a sense of the 
growing evils which threatened the Church. Clement of Rome begins 

his genuine epistle with the salutation ydpis viv cal eipyyn do TavroKparopos 

Gcod 81d "Inootd Xpiorod wAnOvvOein, probably following the First Epistle of 

Peter, which he quotes frequently. On the other hand, in the Ignatian 

Epistles the regular expression is 7Aeiora xaipew. 

2, NARRATIVE PORTION, i. 2—iii. 13. 

i. Grateful record of their conversion and progress (i. 2—10). 

2. In almost all the Epistles of St Paul the salutation is followed 
immediately by a thanksgiving, generally in the form evxapioTa, evxape- 
orotpev TH Ges (in 2 Thess. edyapsoreiv dpetAopev), but twice (2 Cor. and 
Ephesians) evAoynrés 6 Geds. This was always St Pauls first thought 
(mpdrov pev evyaptora, Rom. i. 8), and how lofty a view he took of the 
duty of thanksgiving appears from 2 Cor. iv. 15, ix. 11, 12, and below 
v. 16, where see note. This thanksgiving is omitted only in the Pastoral 
Epistles (with the exception of 2 Timothy, where it is found in a modified 
form) and Galatians. In the Epistle last mentioned its place is occupied 
by a rebuke Oavpdlo drt otra rayéws x.7.d. In this, as in other cases (see 
e.g. above on ver. 1), the expressions in our Epistle most resemble those 
in the Philippian letter in the strength of language and the earnest reite- 
ration of the sentiment: see Philippians, pp. 66, 82. Pelagius well 
marks: ‘In indesinenti oratione, memoriae quantitas et dilectionis 
ostenditur, quam eorum merita postulabant.’ 

Dr Jowett points to this passage (i. 2—10) as thoroughly characteristic 



I. 2.] FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. - 9 

of St Paul’s style. He remarks admirably: ‘A classical or modern 

writer distinguishes his several propositions, assigning to each its exact 

relation to what goes before and follows, that he may give meaning and 
articulation to the whole. The manner of St Paul is the reverse of this. 

He overlays one proposition with another, the second just emerging 

beyond the first, and arising out of association with it, but not always 

standing in a clear relation to it’ (I. p. 45). 

edxapurrotpev] ‘We,’ i.e. Paul, Silvanus and Timotheus. On this word 
it may be remarked, as to (1) zés occurrence, that it seems to be very rare 

in authors of the classical period and no instance has been pointed out 

of it in Attic Greek. It appears in Hippocrates Z¢%. 11. p. 1284, odtav 
dvOpdtovs xepavvois evxapiarnras, and in inscriptions, especially a very old 
one Boeckh, C. 7. G. I. no. 34, and in the decrees (if they be genuine) 

attached to Demosthenes (e.g. p. 257, 2, the @iopa Xeppovncirey in the 

de Corona, p. 92). Evxydpirros however is found in Xen. Cyrof. viii. 3. 49 

and dyapioreiv is common. (2) és use. The original meaning of the 

verb is ‘to do a good turn to,’ hence ‘to return a favour,’ ‘to be grateful’; 

but the sense ‘to express gratitude’ seems to be confined to later writers 

from the time of Polybius onwards. See Lobeck on Elrynichus, I. p, 18. 

In Demosth. de Cor. 92 ovk éAdeipes edyapioray kal rod 6 Te ay aunt 
ayaGcy, it is unnecessary to assign this meaning to the word. 

The exact punctuation of these verses is doubtful. If the second 

dpav (after pyetav) were genuine, the first clause would naturally end with 

mept mavrwyv vpov. But dpudv is not read by NAB etc. and should be 

omitted here and in Eph. i. 16. Accordingly the words epi mdvrav dpa 
are better taken with what follows; because the words pvelay rotovpevor 
cannot well stand alone, but need some explanation, such as is found e.g. 

in Plato, Protag. 317 E, where they are constructed with the genitive. It 

is more difficult to determine whether dé:aXcirrws is to be taken with 

what precedes or what follows. A comparison with Rom. i. 9 ds adtadein- 

Tos pveiay dav motodpar Supports the former view: but in all such cases 

the requirements of the sentence itself are a safer guide than parallel 

passages ; and the position of the words seems at first sight to favour 

the construction with pvnpovedovres as the Greek commentators appear 

generally to have done. But on the whole it is more forcible to connect 

the word with what goes before, and this view is borne out by 2 Tim. i. 3 

Gs ddidherrov Exo THY Tept got pveiav. 
pvelav rototjpevor] While pxnuq is ‘memory’ generally, pveia is 

‘remembrance’ in a special case, and may be defined to be ‘the direction 

of pvjpn to some particular object.’ Thus, while pxiyzy may be used for 
pveia, it is not true conversely that pyefa can take the place of pyypn. 

Mvetav rroteto Oat is found in three other passages of St Paul (Rom. i. 9, 
Eph. i. 16, Philem. 4), and always, as here, in connexion with prayer. In 

2 Pet. i. 15 the words are pvjyyv moetcOat. Bruder indeed mentions a 
v. ]. pvefav, but it has very little textual support. It is questionable 
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whether pveiav rotcicOat means ‘to remember,’ or ‘to mention.’ Either 

sense would equally suit the passages where the phrase occurs. In 
favour of ‘remember’ it may be urged (1) that poyuny moveicOa has 
certainly this sense in 2 Pet. 1.c., and (2) that in a parallel passage in 

2 Tim. i. 3 St Paul speaking in the same way of his thanksgiving uses 

pveiav éxew, which can only mean ‘to remember.’ On the other hand, 

Plato (Protag. 317 E, Phaedr. 254 A) employs pyeiay moeioba for ‘to 

mention,’ and so do other writers (e.g. AEschines and Andocides). It is 
safer therefore to give the phrase this meaning in St Paul. Certainly it 

makes better sense here, ‘making mention incessantly, as we remember.’ 

It will be seen that this signification of ‘mention’ is not contained in 

pveia, but is derived from roeio dar. For prjpny moceioOa in the sense of 

‘making mention’ comp. Clem. Hom. i. 16 mavra yap...quiv dvréBade 

BapvaBas, oxedov kal’ jyepav tiv adyabyy gov motovpevos pnpny. 

dSiadelrrws] See the note on v. 17. 

3+ pvnpovetovres] ‘remembering.’ The word is sometimes translated 
‘making mention of’; but verbs of ‘informing’ (according to Winer, § 30, 

Io, p. 257 ed. Moulton) are never found in the New Testament with a 

simple genitive but with wepi, and pyqyovevew is always used by St Paul 

in the sense of ‘remember’ (Gal. ii. 10, Col. iv. 18; comp. Eph. ii. 11, 

2 Thess. ii. 5, 2 Tim. ii. 8). 

tydv] is the possessive genitive referring to all three clauses which 

follow—roi py. r. 7. Tod Kom. Tis dy., Tis Umop. Ths em. 

Tod Upyou rijs mlorews «.7.4.] The three genitives wicrews, dydrns, 

édmidos are best regarded as cases of the same kind describing the 

source—‘the work which comes of faith, the labour which springs from 

love, the patience which is born of hope.’ This triad of Christian graces 

is distinctly enunciated by St Paul in 1 Cor. xiii. 13 only, but the same 

conception underlies the Apostle’s language frequently, even where the 

words are not directly mentioned. The combination is especially to be 
noticed as occurring in this his earliest Epistle. The same order is 
found in Col. i. 4, 5 dxovcavres ry miorw ipav...cal thy dydrny...dud THY 
edida and in Gal. v. 5, 6, where see note. On the other hand, in 1 Cor. 
xiii, 13 the sequence is different, dydmy being placed last. Each order is 
equally natural in its place. Here we have /irst faith, the source of all 
Christian virtues, secondly love, the sustaining principle of Christian life, 
lastly hope, the beacon-star guiding us to the life to come. This 
prominence given to hope is in accordance with the pervading tenour of 
the Thessalonian Epistles, where the Apostle is ever leading the minds of 
his hearers forward to the great day of retribution (see 1 Thess. v. 8, 
where again the triad is found). ’*EAmis is closely connected with cwrTnpia 
(1 Thess. v. 8) and with défa (Rom. v. 2, Col. i. 27), and indeed is some- 
times used as equivalent to Amis cwrnpias ‘the hope of glory, of salvation, 
e.g. Acts xxiii. 6 (a speech of St Paul’s) mepi éAmidos cai dvarraceas vexpav 
€y kpivopat. In 1 Cor. xiii, 13, on the other hand, the prominent position 
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is given to dydmn, which alone shall abide when faith is swallowed up in 
sight and hope is dissolved in fulfilment. On the fundamental distinction 
of the two graces in the present passage Severianus (in Cramer’s Catena) 

says well, 7 péev mlotis éyeiper mpos Kapdrous, 9 O€ dydan émipévew rove? rois 
mévors. Compare Ignatius Polyc. 6 4 miotes ds meptxesbadala, 4 dydmrn os 
Odpu, 7 varopovy os mavorAia, and Polycarp’s own words (PAz/. 3) wiorw, 
ris éoriy pitnp mavrev pay, éraxoAovbotans tis éAnidos, mpoayovons Tis 
dydnns, where mpoayovons is used in reference to eAmis, not to mioris, for 
miores precedes dydamy: see Ign. Ephes. 14 dpyy pév miors, rédos dé dyarn. 
In the Epistle of Barnabas the same triad is also found, § 1, dre peyddy 
mloris kal dydmn éyxatoikel ev vutv édmid: (wis adrod. See the notes on 
Col. i. 5, Polyc. 1. c. and comp. Reuss Zhéol. Chrét. IV. 20, vol. I. 

p- 219. 
On the order of these results (€pyov, xomos, vmopovy) see Rev. ii. 2 

oida ra Epya cov Kal rov Kdmov Kal rHv Umopovyy cov. The words are 
distinguishable in meaning, and are arranged in an ascending scale as 
practical proofs of self-sacrifice. "Epyov is simply active work ; xoos is a 
greater exhibition of earnestness, for it is not work only but fatiguing 

work ; vrozovy is higher evidence still, for it involves a notion of indignity 

offered, of suffering undergone without any present countervailing result. 
Thus it is Baowis rav dperady, as Chrysostom says (see Trench, /V. 7. Syz. 

§ lili. p. 197 ed. 9). 
On the appropriateness of the results to the graces, notice that gpyov is 

elsewhere represented as the practical fruit and evidence of faith, see 
Gal. v. 6, James ii. 18 ; xdmos is closely connected with dydzn in Rev. 1. c., 

where in ver. 4. rv dydany cov Thy mpaérny seems to be a direct reference to 

tov kérroy of ver. 2 (see also a v. 1. in Heb. vi. 10, where however the words 
tov xomov should probably be omitted), Again vmopovy ‘the patient 
endurance which bides its time’ implies the existence of hope, comp. 

Rom. viii. 25 eAmigopev Ov vmopovris drexdexoueba and xv. 4; and indeed 

is sometimes found where we should expect éAmis, as in 2 Thess. iii. 5 eis 

Ty vroporny Tou Xpiorod, and Tit. ii. 2 ry wiore:, ry dyamy, tH vropov7. 
See the note on Ign. Rom. 10 év dropovn “I. X., and on the distinction 
between vropovy and paxpodupia the note on Col. i. 11. 

rot Kuplov pav I. X.] As it would be somewhat harsh to make these 
words depend on all three words wicrews, dydzys, éAridos, we must suppose 
the parallelism of the three clauses interrupted by the third being 

lengthened out by means of the explanatory words rod Kupiov xr.A., i.e. 

‘the hope of the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.’ 
tpmpoo ley rot @cod kal warpds jpav] Is this clause to be taken (1) with 

prnpovevovres, or (2) with rot epyod...Xpicrov, or (3) only with rijs vropovys 
..-Ijgod Xpicrod? In favour of the first view may be urged the fact that 

in iii. 9 we have ¢umpocber rov Geot yay in a similar connexion. But on 

the other hand pvypovedvovres umpoobev rod Ocov would be unnecessarily 

tautological after edyapicrotpev 7G Ged, nor is it easy to see why éumpoobev 
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row @eod should stand so late in the sentence. Again the two other 

constructions are much more in accordance with the general use of 

umpoobev rod Gcod, evdmiov tov Geod, appealing to God’s witness and 
judgment of conduct concealed from, or misinterpreted by men. It is 

thus equivalent to ‘ your righteous conversation in the sight of God.’ It 

is less easy to choose between (2) and (3). On the whole, if rod Kupiov 

jy. lL X. is restricted to ris dmopovis ris édidos, the same restriction 

probably applies to fumpowbev rot Ocod ‘the patient endurance of hope 

which reposes in the coming of Christ and is manifested in the sight of 
God.’ The words éumpoaGev rod Gcod kai 7. jp. are then complementary to 

"Ingo Xpurrot, as so frequently in St Paul, eg. 2 Cor. ii. 17 xarévayre 

Ocovd &v Xpror@ Aadodpev (so again xii. 19); and the expression closely 

resembles 1 Thess. iii. 13, duépmarovs éumpoobey rot Gcod Kal marpos nuay 
év tf wapovala Tov Kupiov tay "Incod. The sentence for the sake of the 

parallelism should have closed with éAmidos; but St Paul runs off, so to 

speak, on the third clause of the triplet, to introduce the hallowed names 

in and through and for whom all good things are done. 

Tov Ocod kal marpds 7pv] ‘before Him, who is not only our Supreme 

Ruler, but has also all the tenderness and affection of a father towards us, 

who watches all our actions with a fatherly solicitude.’ See note on 

Gal. i. 4, where the same phrase occurs, and comp. ver. 4, yyamnpuévor vmod 

cov. 

a8éres] ‘for we know, giving the reason, whereas the previous 

participles explain the circumstances, of evyapicrotpev. 
4. yarnpévor td @eod] ‘Zeloved by God, comp. 2 Thess. ii. 13, 

nyannuévot Ud Kupiov, where see the note. Both expressions occur in 

the LXX., ny. urd Gcod, Sir. xlv. 1; Ay. do Kupiov, Deut. xxxiii. 12, 
Sir. xlvi. 13. The construction of the E.V. is quite inadmissible, though 

supported by some respectable commentators ancient and modern. 

éxAoyxyv] On this word, which is never used in the New Testament 

in the sense of election to final salvation, see the note on Col. iii. 12 

ékXexroi Tov Oeov. 

5. Sm] is generally translated in this passage with the E.V. ‘for.’ 

But the meaning which the phrase eidévac rs drt universally bears in the 

New Testament, and the idiomatic character of the expression, seem 
decisive in favour of the interpretation ‘knowing the circumstance or 
manner of your election, how that.’ Comp. Acts xvi. 3, Rom. xiii. 11, 1 Cor. 

xvi. 15, 2 Cor. xii. 3, 4, and below ii. 1. So mpoyryydonew Sre Acts xxvi. 5: 

Prérewy drt, 1 Cor. i. 26 Brérere thy KAjow vudy Sr ov moAAOl Godot K.TA.; 
and see the note there. 

7d edayydrov ipav] ‘the gospel we preach’; as in Rom. ii. 16, xvi. 25, 

2 Cor. iv. 3, 2 Tim. ii. 8, and see the note on 2 Thess. ii. 14. 

els (v. 1. mpds) tpas] Both readings eis and mpos are supported by 
parallel passages. For e’s compare Acts xxi. 17, xxv. 15, xxviii. 6, and 
especially Gal. iii, 14, from which passages it will appear that yiyverOat 
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els is ‘to arrive at, ‘reach.’ For mpds see 1 Cor. ii. 3, ndyd ev doOeveia kat 
év PoBw kai ev Tpdum TOAAG eyevouny mpos vis, ‘exhibited myself in my 

dealings with you, which seems however to suggest taking é» Aoy@ with 
éyevn On here ‘exhibited itself not in word only’ (compare 2 Cor. iii. 7, 8) ; 
mpos tpas meaning afud vos. But yéverOar mpos vpas would be a legitimate 
construction. However in this passage manuscript evidence is un- 

doubtedly in favour of e’s. On the fundamental difference between eis 

and mpés see the notes on 2 Thess. iii. g and Philem. 5 mpos rov Kupiov 
‘Ingovy kal ets mavras Tovs dylovs, and comp. Winer, § 49, p. 494, Meyer on 

1 Cor. ii. 3. 

év Ady pdvov...rAnpopoplg wrodAq] The preposition should probably 
be repeated before each substantive, except mAnpodopia, though the Ms. 
authority is not unanimous on this point. Each word is an advance upon 
the preceding, and the repetition of xai év expresses this gradation. Comp. 

adda in 2 Cor. vii. 11. 
The passage may be paraphrased thus : ‘ Our preaching was not mere 

declamation, a hollow and heartless rhetoric: in it there was earnestness 

and power. Yet this is not enough. There may be a power which is not 
from above, a fearful earnestness which is not inspired by God. Not 

such was ours, for we preached in the Holy Spirit. Still even the holiest 

influences may be transitory, the noblest inspirations may waver from 

lack of faith. Far otherwise was it with us, for we preached in a deep 

conviction of the truth of our message, in a perfect assurance of the 

ultimate triumph of our cause.’ 
Aéyo] The same opposition of Adyos and ddvayis is found in 1 Cor. 

ii. 4 kat 6 Adyos pou Kal TO Kypvypd wou ov« év metOois coias Adyots, GAN’ ev 

drodcifer mvedparos Kal Suvduews. 

Sévape] has here no direct reference to the working of miracles, which 
would require the plural Suvdpeon (cf. 1 Cor. xii. 10, Gal. iii. 5). There are 

but few allusions in St Paul to his power of working miracles, partly 

because he assumes the fact as known to his hearers, and partly because 

doubtless he considered this a very poor and mean gift in comparison 

with the high spiritual powers with which he was endowed. Compare a 
similar case, I Cor. xiv. 18. 

mdnpohopta] IWAnpodopia and mAnpodopeiy are found seven times in 
St Paul and only three times in the rest of the New Testament (Luke i. 1, 

Hebr. vi. 11, x. 22). The noun, which occurs in Clem. Rom. 42 peramhn- 

podopias mvevparos, is not found in the Lxx., but the verb appears once, 

Eccles. viii. 11 éwAnpodopy6n xapdia vidv Tov dvOpdrov év avrois Tov moira 

76 movnpév, where the corresponding Hebrew is a5 xbp ‘the heart was 

full to do etc.’ mAnpodopia may mean either (1) ‘fulfilment,’ or (2) ‘con- 

viction, assurance.’ The meaning (1) must be discarded, because St Paul 

is still speaking of the character of the message, not yet of the acceptance 

of it. IAnpodopia is therefore ‘conviction, confidence’ on the part of 

St Paul and his fellow-preachers. For mAnpoopia see the note on 
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Col. ii. 2; for rAnpodopeiy the note on Col. iv. 12. The words seem to 

be confined almost exclusively to biblical and ecclesiastical writings. 
Ka0ds olSare] He appeals to the Thessalonians themselves to bear 

witness to the character of his preaching ; comp. ii. 5. Thus xadds ot8are 

must not be regarded as correlative to «ideres above. Such a corre- 

spondence could only confuse the order of thought in the passage. 
éyevijOqpev] Not qper ‘we were,’ but éyevOquev ‘we became, were made’ 

by the transforming power of Christ. On the distinction of yiyveoOa: and 

eivae see the notes on Col. i. 18 fa yévyra: and 1 Cor. i. 30 éyevyOy, with 
references in both places to Christ. 

6. Kal ipets «.r.X.] The fact of their election by God was evinced in 

two ways; first by the divine character of the message imparted to them 

(ver. 5), and secondly by their sincere acceptance of it: in other words, 

not only by the offer of the Gospel, but by their response to the offer. 

This last evidence is given in the words kal wpeis x.r.A. which, though 

logically dependent on eidores ryv éxXoyyy drt, are thrown into the form of 
an independent sentence as regards their grammatical structure. 

kat tod Kvplov] For the spirit in which these words are added to 
soften and qualify the preceding expression pipnrat nudv see 1 Cor. xi. 1 

ptynral pov yiverOe, kabds Kayd Xpicrod. 

SeEdpevor K.r.A.] ‘tzasmuch as ye received the word, explaining the 

feature in which the invitation consisted. They endured tribulation with 

a holy joy, as Paul had set them the example, who, after the pattern of 

Christ, rejoiced in his sufferings (Col. i. 24). The degree in which the 

believer is allowed to participate in the sufferings of his Lord, should be 

the measure of his joy; see 1 Pet. iv. 13 xa06 kowvwveire rois rou Xpiorod 

ma@jpact, xaipere. On the privilege of sharing in Christ’s sufferings, 

comp. Phil. i. 29 dre dpiv exapioOn ro vmép Xpirrov ov pdvov rd eis avrov 
muareverv, GAG Kal TO Umep avTod Tacyev, Where see the note. 

OAtfe.] The persecutions instigated by the Jews in Thessalonica 

(Acts xvii. 5 sq.) doubtless continued long after the Apostle had left, for 

the pertinacity with which they followed St Paul to Berea (Acts xvii. 13) 

shows their determination ; see Biblical Essays, p. 262 sq. But though 
the Jews were the instigators, the heathen population did not stand aloof, 
as appears from 1 Thess. ii. 14. 

TIveiparos ‘Aylouv] ‘proceeding from, inspired by the Holy Ghost.’ 
7. twrovy] ‘an ensample of a Christian community” The singular 

is more forcible than rémous, and should be read, though riémous has 
strong support. Comp. for the expression and for the singular number 
Barnabas 19. 7 vmorayyjon kuplos ds TUT@ cod év aloydvy Kat poBo. 

maov tots murrevourw] Used substantively, ‘to all believers,’ without 
any special reference of present time. 

év rf] MaxeBovlq kal ev rij ’Axatg] The repetition of the preposition and 
article is in place here, because St Paul speaks of them as two distinct 
provinces, ‘not only in Macedonia, but also in the neighbouring province 
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of Achaia’: but in the next verse év rf is correctly omitted by some of 
the best authorities, because there the two are classed together, in 
opposition to the rest of the world. 

The peninsula of Greece under the Roman dominion included parts 
of three provinces—Macedonia, Achaia, and Illyricum. 

8. dq’ tpav] i.e. ‘spreading from you onward. ’Aré is simply local 
here. 

eixnra] ‘has sounded forth; like thunder. A strong word and 

especially used in this metaphor: Pollux i. 118 é£jynoev Bpovr}, comp. 

Ecclus. xl. 13 ds Bpovry peyddn ev vero €Enyyoet, where the goods of the 

unjust are said to exhaust their power, to roar themselves out, as thunder 
in rain. ‘Non verba sed tonitrua’ says Jerome of St Paul’s writings : he 

seems to hear them as he reads them. The verb appears to be a middle 
here. 

6 Aéyos rod Kvuptov] This expression occurs again in 2 Thess. iii. 1 

(cf. €v Ady Kupiov, 1 Thess. iv. 15 and note there). Comp. also ré pjjpa 
Kupiov, 1 Pet. i. 25, and 6 Adyos rod Xpiorod, Col. iii. 16 (on the meaning 

of which last passage see the note ad Zoc.). ‘O Aéyos Tow Geod is tolerably 
frequent in St Paul. Are these genitives then, Qcov, Kupiov, subjective or 

objective? i.e. do the expressions mean ‘the word uttered by God, the 

message of the Lord,’ or ‘the tidings which speak of God, of the Lord’? 

An answer seems to be supplied to this question by the fact that the 

expressions are derived from the Hebrew prophets, e.g. Is. xxxviii. 4, 

‘Then came the word of the Lord unto Isaiah,’ which is equivalent to 
‘thus saith the Lord’ of the following verse, and is rendered in the Lxx. 

Adyos Kupiov. This Old Testament usage is decisive in favour of the 
subjective use here. 

GAN’ &y ravel rérw «.7,.4.] The opposition is restricted to év rj Mak. x. 
*Ax. and év mavri rér@ as the position of ov pévoy shows. It does not 
extend also to 6 Adyos rot K. and 7 wiotis 4 mpos rov Gedy, as some would 

take it. 
The sentence, if grammatically regular, would have stopped at év mavri 

rome. But the addition of a new subject and predicate (1 mioris...e£edqdubev) 
should create no difficulty in St Paul, whose characteristic earnestness is 

often exhibited in thus lengthening out a sentence in order to enforce a 

lesson or dwell upon an important fact. See e.g. ver. 3 above. 

add] The omission of xai, besides being best supported by the Mss. 
(e.g. B, which shows the superiority of its reading over the received text by 

omitting also év r7 before ’Ayaiga above), is also internally more probable, 

as preparing us for the new form which the sentence is to take. Had 

it stopped with év wavri rom, then dAAa kat would have been more 
natural. 

& waytl rér@] The favourable position of Thessalonica situated as it 
was on the Via Egnatia, and its mercantile importance, will explain the rapid 
spread of the tidings ; see Brb/ical Essays, p. 254 sq. Wieseler (Chrono, 



16 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. [I. 8. 

p. 42) suggests that St Paul may have learnt from Aquila and Priscilla, 

who had recently arrived at Corinth from Rome (Acts xviii. 2), that the 
faith of the Thessalonians was known there. The expression éy mavrt 

tome is of course not to be pressed. For a similar hyperbole see Col. i. 6 

év ravti ro Koope, Rom. i. 8 ev Siw 7G xdopuq, Phil. i. 13 rois Aoerois waouy, 

and 2 Cor. ii. 14, where the same expression év mavri rém@ occurs. 

eed drvbev] ‘has spread abroad’ Comp. Rom. x. 18, 1 Cor. xiv. 36, where 

the verb is found in the same sense. 

g. adrol] ‘of themselves’ Their minds are so full of the subject that 
unasked they proffer us the information. 

The substantive to which avrot is to be referred is contained implicitly 
in év ravi roma, i.e, ‘strangers from all parts.’ 

elroBov] ‘approach, access. We are tempted by the recollection of St 
Paul’s favourite metaphor of a door being opened (1 Cor. xvi. 9, 2 Cor. ii. 

12, Col. iv. 3, where see the note: comp. Acts xiv. 27 a reference to St 

Paul’s language) to take eigodes here in a metaphorical sense ‘access to 

your hearts’: but a comparison of ii. 1 renders the literal meaning more 
probable. 

mpds Tov Gedv dd trav elSddwv] showing that the majority at least of the 
Thessalonian converts were heathen and not Jews : comp. 1 Thess. ii. 14, 

16. That this was the case appears likewise from the fact that St Paul 

refrains from any direct allusions to the Old Testament, which would 

certainly have occurred had he been addressing Jews chiefly or prose- 

lytes. Again, had the mass of the converts been Jews or proselytes the 

expression would have been not mpds tov Gedy but mpéds roy Kuptov. 
Contrast Acts ix. 4 ris ef, Kupie the cry of the proselyte Saul with xv. 19 

arb taév eOvav emotpépovow emt rév Gedy: and comp. Gal. iv. 8 ovk eiddres 

@cdy of the Galatian idolaters, Acts xiv. 15 dad rovrav tév paralov 
émotpépew emt Gedy Covra in St Paul’s speech to the people at Lystra. 

@cS LGvr. al drAyPwa] ‘a “ving and real God’: as opposed to the 
phantom and senseless gods of the heathen. See Acts xiv. 15, already 
cited. The E.V. here by translating ‘the living and true God’ has 

weakened the passage, just as some Greek transcribers in Acts l.c. by 

writing rév Gedy rév (drra for Gedy (arra followed by the Textus Receptus. 
The word dAn@w%s occurs in this passage only in St Paul’s writings : it is 

found as a v.l. in Heb. ix. 14 els 7d Aarpevew Oeg Cdvrt kai ddyOwg, doubt- 

less from a reminiscence of this passage. On the difference between 

adyOjs and dAyOiwéds see Trench, WV. 7. Syn. § 8, p. 26. 
10. Kal dvapévew tiv vidv airod & t&v otpavav] This appeal well 

illustrates the doctrinal teaching of this Epistle. It is thus, ‘Live a holy 
life, that you may be prepared to meet your Lord.’ In St Paul’s later 

Epistles, his appeal generally assumes a different form, ‘Christ died for 

you: therefore die with Him to sin.’ Both the one lesson and the other 

have their office in the instruction of the Church through all ages, 
addressing themselves to different minds, and frames of minds—the one 
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making itself heard where the other would be ineffective. The ‘coming 

of the Lord’ is the refrain, as it were, with which St Paul clenches 

paragraph after paragraph in this Epistle. See Bzbdical Essays, p. 224 

sq., where the characteristics of the groups of the Pauline Epistles are 

treated at length. 

otpavav] The plural ovpavoi is not classical. Neither was the Latin 

caeli which, though occurring once in Lucretius’ for a special reason 

(II. 1097 caelos omnes, where see Munro’s note), is condemned by Julius 

Cesar in Aulus Gellius xix. 8. 3—5. On the other hand the Hebrew 

equivalent has no singular, the plural being always used, with a reference 

perhaps to successive heavens receding one beyond the other (2 Cor. 

xii. 2 ws rpirov ovpavod) ; see Koch’s note here. 
bv Hyetpev &k vexpdv] This clause is generally considered to be added 

as a decisive proof of His Sonship, as in Rom. i. 4. It seems however to 

be appealed to here rather as an earnest of His coming again in judgment 

and of the general resurrection, ‘ He will judge the world in righteousness 

by that man whom he hath ordained: whereof he hath given assurance 

unto all men in that he raised him from the dead,’ Acts xvii. 31, in 

St Paul’s speech before the Areopagus which was delivered within a few 

months of the writing of this Epistle. The parallel therefore from this 
almost contemporaneous speech may fairly be allowed to decide the train 

of thought here, even if the context were not so strongly. in favour of this 

interpretation. 

*Incody tov pudpevov «.7.A.] i.e. Jesus, Who, as His name betokens, is 

our deliverer etc., an allusion to the meaning of the name Jesus, ‘the 

Saviour. In Isai. lix. 20 cited in Rom. xi. 26, 6 puopevos is the LXX. 

translation of D813. So also in Gen. xlviii. 16, and 6 Juaduevos frequently 
(Isai. xliv. 6, xlvii. 4, xlviii. 17, xlix. 7, 26, liv. 5, 8). 

vis épyis] used thus absolutely of the divine wrath, as in ii. 16, 

Rom. iii. 5, v. 9, ix. 22, xiii. 5. Compare especially Rom. xii. 19, dére rorov 

79 épyj where rj épyj cannot refer to one’s adversary, for it is not a 

question of his wrath, but of his injustice. The difficulty of the phrase 

has led to explanatory glosses, 1 Thess. ii. 16 rod cod, Rom. iii. 5 avrov. 

ris épxopévns] ‘which is even now approaching” Comp. v. 2 npépa 

Kuplov ds «Aérrns év vuxti obras Epxerat, Eph. v. 6 pxerat 4 dpyi) Tod Geot 

émi rods viods ris dretbelas, Col. iii. 6 d0 & epxerac 1 opy} Tod Ocot. The 

word may refer either to the present and continuous dispensation or to the 

future and final judgment. The present ¢pyeoOa is frequently used to 

denote the certainty, and possibly the nearness, of a future event, e.g. 

Matt. xvii. 11, Joh. iv. 21, xiv. 3, whence 6 épyopevos is a designation of the 

Messiah: see Winer § xl. p. 332, and Bzblical Essays, p. 149. 



CHAPTER II. 

ii. Character of the Apostles life and ministry among them (ii. 1—12). 

1. St Paul in the former chapter had alluded to two proofs, which 

convinced him of the election of the Thessalonians, frs¢ the conduct of 

the preachers (ver. 5), and secondly the reception of the message by the 

hearers (vv, 6—10). He now enlarges on the same topics, and in the 

same order, speaking of the preachers (ii. I—12), and of the hearers 

(vv. 13 sq.), but of the latter more briefly, because he had already spoken 

at some length on this head, while he had dismissed the other topic 

more summarily. 

Ajirol yap] The explanation of yap is to be sought rather in the train of 

thought which was running in the Apostle’s mind, than in the actual 

expressions: ‘I speak thus boldly and confidently as to my preaching, 

Jor 1 have a witness at hand. You yourselves know, etc,’ There seems 
to be no contrast implied in avroi to the external testimony alluded to in 
i. 8, 9. Such a contrast would only interfere with the explanation of 

yap. The emphatic position of avroi is quite characteristic of this group 
of Epistles ; comp. iii. 3, v. 2, 2 Thess. iii. 7. 

evi] Not ‘fruitless, ineffective’ (udracos), but ‘hollow, empty, wanting 

in purpose and earnestness.’ The context shows that xem must refer to 
the character of the preaching, not to its results; in fact ov xev} is equiva- 

lent to the odk év Ady@ pdvov GAXG kal ev Suvdue of i. 5. Kévos and parauos 
nowhere occur together in the New Testament, though in 1 Cor. xv. 14, 

17 (kevov 76 kipvywa—paraia 7 miotts) they appear in close proximity; but 

they are found in combination in Clem. Rom. 7 dmodetrapev ras Kevas 

kai paraias ppovridas, where the former epithet points to the quality, the 

latter to the aim or effect of the action. For instances of the combination 

in the LXx. and classical Greek see the note on Clem. Rom. Lc. 

yéyovey] ‘has proved, has been found, not as E.V. ‘was. Does the 
perfect here glance obliquely at the lasting effects of his preaching, or 

does it imply that his sojourn in Thessalonica was recent? On the 
former supposition we may compare 2 Cor. xii. 9 efpnxev, on the latter 
2 Cor. ii. 13 €oynKa. 
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2. @dAa wpoTabdvres «.7.4.] ‘On the contrary, though we had had a 
foretaste of what awaited us in the sufferings and indignities which we 
underwent, as ye know, at Philippi, yet were we nothing daunted but 

were bold, etc. Our courage under adverse circumstances is a sufficient 

proof that there was nothing hollow, specious or unreal in ‘our preach- 

ing.’ 

mporraQévres Kal UBpicOévres] Shaving before been maltreated and that 
with contumely” The force of the preposition mpo- in the first 

participle is carried on to the second, or rather the preposition having 
been expressed in the first instance, it is unnecessary to repeat it. Comp. 
probably 1 Cor. xvi. 16 wavri r6 cuvepyotvrt kal komiarti, Where kat komiavre 

is equivalent to dare kai komiay. For this classical idiom of an additional 
feature comp. Demosth. Conon p. 1256 v8piobeis, & avdpes Stxacrai, cal 

maddy tro Kéyavos quoted by Wetstein, and such passages as Soph. Azz. 

537 Kat ouppeticxo kal pépo ris airias where see Blaydes’ note. 

UPpicOévres] i.e. we experienced not only bodily suffering (ma6dvres), but 

indignity superadded. This word u@picGévres indicates the same feeling 
which prompted St Paul, on the occasion especially alluded to, to demand 

that the magistrates should in person escort himself and Silas from prison, 
ov yap* GAAd €AOdrres adroit juas eEayayérwcay, Acts xvi. 37. It was the 

consciousness of an zxdignity offered. St Paul was not above (or, should 
we not say, below) entertaining a sense of what was due to his personal 

dignity. His social position had been contemned. It was in the essence 

of dBpis that it could not be done to slaves: Ar. Rhet. ii. 24, § 9 (p. 1402) 

et mis ain ro rimrew rovs éAevbepovs TBpw etvar, Demosth. Niécostr. 
p. 1251 & ef xatadaBar avroy éyd mpos opyhy Soaps 7 mardEaipe ds Soddov 

é»Ta, ypapyy pe ypayyawro vBpews, with the comment of Meier and 

Schémann A Zt. Proc. p. 325. Thus this one word embodies the incident 

in the Acts. It was the contumely which hurt St Paul’s feelings arising 

from the strong sense of his Roman citizenship. 

év Prlrmois] See Acts xvi. 19—40, Phil. i. 30. 
érappynriacdpeda Aadijoat] Comp. Eph. vi. 20. On mappnaia (map- 

pnoia, so Steph. Zhes.), the boldness of speech which suppresses nothing, 

see on Col. ii. 15, and Eph. iii. 12. The verb mappnoidtec@a: however is 

always found in the New Testament in connexion with speaking, and so 

it is best to translate it here ‘were bold of speech’ (and so Eph. vi. 20), 

not simply ‘took courage.’ 

év + Oc spav] ‘This boldness however was not our own. We were 
courageous in our God, in spite of our sufferings and yet in some sense 

by reason of them. For we have this treasure in earthen vessels, that 

the excellency of the power may be of God, and not of us (2 Cor. iv. 7). 

For when I am weak, then am I strong (2d. xii. 10).’ 

AaAfjora] Not equivalent to dare Aadjoa: (‘we were bold of speech, so 
that we told’); but simply the objective infinitive, as the run of the 

sentence points to a closer connexion with éemappnovacdueba, ‘we were 

2—2 
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bold of speech to tell.’ Aadei is stronger than Aéyew, see Trench WV. 7. 

Syn. § 76, p. 286. 
7d ebayyArov tod Oeod] Is rod eot the objective or the subjective 

genitive? Or is it not idle in many cases, and perhaps in this, to seek to 

limit the genitive to one sense, when it is in itself comprehensive, and 

includes several senses, all of which will suit the context? Certainly, 
whatever may be the case with the corresponding phrase ré evayyéAtov rot 
Xprorod (Gal. i. 7), the subjective genitive seems more natural with rod 

cov. 

é& wodd® dyavi] ‘ amidst much conflict, i.e. beset by much opposition. 

The Christian sufferer is an athlete who contends for the victor’s chaplet. 
Sometimes the dydy takes the form of an outward, as Phil. i. 30; some- 

times, as Col, ii, 1, of an internal conflict. The allied words dOdciv, 

&@Anots occur in this connexion in 2 Tim. ii. 5, Heb. x. 32, and the idea is 

constantly present to St Paul’s mind. The metaphor was speedily taken 

up: eg. Clem. Rom. 5 €A@opev emi rovs eyytora yevopévous aOAnras, Ign. 

Polyc. 1, 2, 3 mavrwv tas vooous Baorale ds Tédevos dOAyTHs...vipe Gs eod 

aOAntns’ ro Oéua apOapcia...weyddouv eotiv aOAnrod rd déperOat Kal may, 

where see the notes and also that on Ign. Eph. 3 (vmadeupOjvat). 

3. a yap mwapdkAnots] ‘I said that we were bold in our God, and that 
it was the Gospel of God we preached, and I said rightly. For our appeal 

is not to be traced to error or impurity or to any human passions, or 

human imperfections. It has received the sanction of God, and His 

commission is upon us.’ Ilapd«knots may perhaps be translated ‘ appeal’ : 

it is an exercise of the powers of persuasion, either in the way of 

(1) comfort, or (2) encouragement, or (3) exhortation, according as the 

reference is to (1) the past, what has happened, (2) the present, what is 

happening, or (3) the future, what is to happen. 

oik é wAdvys] ‘Zt does not arise from error? Thdvy is used either in 

an active sense ‘deceit,’ ‘the leading astray,’ or in a passive ‘error,’ ‘the 

being led astray.’ But in the New Testament it seems always to have 
the latter meaning, and this is better suited to the context here. For 

éx mAdyys will thus be distinguished from ev ddA@. The preposition éx as 
opposed to éy likewise points to this meaning. False teachers are ‘de- 
ceived’ as well as ‘deceivers’ (2 Tim. iii. 13 mdavévres kal mAavdpevor). 

ob8t & dxalapolas] ‘zor yet from impurity, i.e. from sensuality. This 

disclaimer, startling as it may seem, was not unneeded amidst the im- 

purities consecrated by the religions of the day. The meaning of the 

Hebrew or rather Phoenician words W4P fem. nWIP from WIP ‘to be 
holy’ (Deut. xxiii, 18), properly ‘the consecrated ones,’ tells its own 

terrible tale. St Paul was at this very time living in the midst of the 

worship of Aphrodite at Corinth, and had but lately witnessed that of 

the Cabiri at Thessalonica (see Bzbdical Essays, p. 257 sq.). The 

religion of Rome, again, though in its origin far purer than those of 

Greece or the East, had been corrupted from extraneous sources : and we 
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need not go farther than the Roman moralists and satirists to learn how 
much of the vice and impurity. which hastened the decline of Rome was 
due to the introduction of foreign religious systems. How naturally prone 
the early converts were to sensualize even the religion of Christ may be 
inferred from many passages in St Paul’s Epistles (e.g. 1 Thess. iv. 3 
where the ‘idea of holiness is regarded as almost equivalent to abstinence 

from the commission of fornication’: see Jowett 1. p. 88), and is seen in 

the monstrous aberrations of some forms of Gnosticism, i.e. of Simon 
Magus. 

The word dkaGapcia is frequently interpreted in this passage to mean 
‘covetousness’ (comp. the Latin sordes, sordidus); but no instance is 
produced to show that dxa@apcia, dxa@apros are ever used in this sense. 
In 1 Esdras i. 42 indeed dxaOapeia is used of the spoliation of the temple, 

but here the word points to the defilement, not to the avarice involved 

in the act. In Barnab. 19. 4 ov pj cou 6 Aédyos Tod Ocod FEA ev 

dxaOapcig twéy the context shows that the language is not -a warning 
against preaching for money, but against ruining the effectiveness of 

preaching by personal impurity. By the analogy of the figurative 
language of the O.T. dxd6apros in the mouth of a Jew might get to mean 

‘idolatrous, profane,’ but scarcely ‘sordid, avaricious.’ There is as little 

ground for asserting conversely that mAcovefia is equivalent to dxa@apcia : 

see note on Col. iii. 5. For dxafapoia of the pollution of the temple see 

Test. xii, Patr. Zev? 15. , 

ov8e év 86Aw] The better supported reading ov6e, if not actually required 

for grammatical reasons (see Hermann Ofzsc. III. 143), gives a much better 

sense than ovre. Each clause disclaims an entirely distinct motive, and 
therefore the disjunctive particle ovde is preferable: ‘not from error, nor yet 

from impurity, nor again in guile.’ See the note on Gal. i. 12. 
4. ddAd] On the contrary, so far from its being due to human 

passions and imperfections, it is in accordance with the test which we 
have satisfied in the sight of God. 

SeBoxypdopeQa}] The word Soxipatew signifies properly to examine an 

object with a view to its satisfying a certain test, and hence naturally 

glides into the meaning ‘to approve.’ In Sedoxydopeba this latter 

signification is prominent, in r@ Soxyudgovr: it is kept in the background. 

Still, as Trench remarks (VV. 7. Syz. § 74, p. 278 sq.), there is always the 
underlying sense not merely of a victorious coming out of trial, but of 

the implication that the trial is itself made in the expectation that the 
issue would be favourable—an implication wanting in the word meipdatew. 
Thus the word most nearly approaches the classical sense of a£odv. 

morrevbivar Td etayyédtov] ‘fo be trusted with the gospel, ‘to have the 
gospel committed to us.’ For the construction see Rom. iii. 2, 1 Cor, ix. 

17, Gal. ii. 7, 1 Tim, i. 11, Tit. i. 3, 2 Thess. i. 10 (v. 1). Not only do 
verbs which in the active take an accusative of both person and thing 
retain the latter in the passive, e.g. 2 Thess. ii. 15 mapaddéoets ds eO:ddxOnte: 
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but also those which in the active are constructed with a dative of the 

person and an accusative of the thing, e.g. morevOjjvat To evayyédtov here, 

and Acts xxviii. 20 rv GAvow radrnv mepixemat, see Winer § xxxii. p. 287. 

ovrws} ‘accordingly, in accordance therewith,’ i.e. with this commis- 

sion, answering to cafés. This correspondence of xaos, xaOdzep, and otras 

is frequent in the New Testament: comp. eg. in St Paul, 2 Cor. viii. 6, 
x. 7, Col. iii, 13. ‘Qs has no dependence on otras. For though odras...ds 

‘in such a manner...as’ is a frequent combination in St Paul, ovrws here 

cannot well refer both to xaéés and os, inasmuch as it would require to be 

taken in two different senses. Itis better therefore to treat ovy ds dvOpdrats 
x.r.A. as an independent clause, explanatory of xaOdés...oUrws. For this use 

of 6s comp. especially 2 Cor. vi. 8—Io. 

avOpdroig dpérkovres] Compare Gal. i. 10 and the notes on Col. i. Io 

(dpéoxecav), iii. 22 (avOpe@mdpecor). 

Tas kapS(as tjpGv] It has been maintained by some (e.g. Conybeare and 
Howson Il. p. 95 note I, p. 419 note 3) that St Paul uses ‘ we’ ‘according 

to the idiom of many ancient writers’ where a modern writer would use 

‘TI? Oras it is expressed elsewhere, ‘He uses eya frequently interchange- 

ably with qyeis, and when he includes others in the jpeis he specifies it.’ 

On this point the following facts may be worthy of consideration. (1) 

The Epistles which are written in St Paul’s name alone are the Romans, 

Galatians, Ephesians, 1, 2 Timothy, and Titus. In all of these the 

singular is used when the writer is speaking in his own name. The plural 

is never so used. It is only employed where he speaks of himself as the 

member of a class, whether embracing either the other preachers of the 

Gospel (Gal. i. 8, ii. 9), or the persons to whom the letter is addressed, or 

the whole body of Christians generally. (2) Of the other Epistles, those 

to Philippians and to Philemon (after the opening salutation) adhere to 

the singular throughout. The others use the plural. In 1 Corinthians 

the plural occurs every now and then, It is very common in 2 Corinthians, 

and in I, 2 Thessalonians it is very seldom departed from. As a general 

tule we may say that wherever the communication is more direct and 

personal, there the singular is used; wherever it is more general, the 

plural is preferred. (3) In every instance where the plural is used, we 
find that it will apply to those who are associated with the Apostle, as 
well as to the Apostle himself. (4) There are passages where it is quite 
impossible to refer the plural to St Paul alone without making havoc of 
the sense. The passage in the text is one of these instances. 2 Cor. vii. 3 
mpoeipyka yap Ort ev rais kapdiats rudy ore eis 7d cuvarroGaveiv Kai ov iy is 
another instance. For though no one will deny that a king or a reviewer 
may employ the plural ‘we’ with propriety, it may fairly be questioned 
whether the one would talk of ‘our crowns’ or the other of ‘our pens,’ 
when only one of each class was meant. And thus, though the Apostle 
might say ‘we,’ he could not call himself ‘ Apostles’ és Xpicrod diréaroAot 
(1 Thess. ii. 6) or speak of his ‘hearts,’ (5) In other passages St Paul’s own 
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language shows that by the use of the plural he does generally include 
more than himself, for in particular cases where he refers to himself 
personally he takes care to substitute the singular for the plural or in 

some other way to qualify the expression. Thus below ii. 18 dors 7OeA7- 

caper edOciv mpos vuas, éyad pev TlatAos kal ama xat dis, cal évexowvev rpas 6 

Zaravas, St Paul is careful to distinguish himself from the others who are 
included in the plural—‘ we were desirous of visiting you (for my own 

part I have entertained the desire more than once), but Satan hindered us.’ 

We may conclude therefore that a case for an epistolary plural in St Paul’s 

Epistles has not been made out. 
5. ey Adyw kodakelas eyenjOqnev] ‘were we found employed in words’ 

etc. For the construction yiyveoOa év compare 1 Tim, ii. 14, and see 
the note on i. 5. 

Kodakelas, mAeoveflas] are probably subjective genitives, ‘the words, 

which flattery uses, the pretext of which avarice avails itself.’ It is 

objectionable to apply a different sense of the genitive to the two clauses 

when the same will hold. KoAaxeéa, a word which occurs here only in the 

New Testament, is defined both by Theophrastus (Chav. 2) and Aristotle 

(Eth, Nic. iv. 12) to involve the idea of selfish motives. It is flattery not 

merely for the sake of giving pleasure to others but for the sake of self- 

interest. The words of Aristotle are 6 8 draws dpéAeta Tis adT@ yiyynrar 
eis xpnpara Kal doa Oia xpndrav, KdAaé. For mdeovegia see Col. iii. 5. 

mpoddoa] ‘pretext. The word mpédacis (from mpodaive) signifies 
generally the ostensible reason for which a thing is done (comp. Joseph. 
Ant. xvi. 6. § quoted in Wetstein); sometimes in a good sense (e.g. Thuc. 

i, 23, vi. 6 dAnOecoratn mpddacrs), but generally otherwise, the false or 

pretended reason as opposed to the true, and so, as here, ‘a pretext,’ and 

takes the genitive. 

@eds pdptvs] He had appealed to the Thessalonians themselves (cadds 
oisate) to testify to his outward conduct (éy Ady kodaxeias). Of his 

inward motives (mpoddce: wAcovegias) God alone could bear witness. So 

Chrysostom and others interpret the passage. Comp. ver. 10, where we 

have the double appeal vets pdprupes xal 6 Geos, 
6. There is a slight difference in the force of the prepositions ¢£ 

avépdnev, ad’ tay, which may be expressed by the paraphrase ‘to 

extract (€é) glory from men,’ ‘der/ving it (do) either from you or, etc.’ 
’Ex is the preposition which would naturally be attached to (yrodvres: and 

for an explanation of the adoption of dzé in the next clause we need not 
perhaps go farther than the natural desire of a change, though dmo brings 

the source (é«) more prominently forward as an agent. Compare John 

xi. I dwo BnOavias, éx rijs xopns «7..., where Bethany is perhaps the 
district which would explain the dad. See Winer § xlvii. p. 453 sq. On the 

other hand, Rom, iii. 30 should not have been classed by Winer among 

these examples, for there is a marked emphasis in the change of expression 

from ék ricrews to dia tips TioTEws. 
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Suvdpevor av Bdpe elvar K.rd.] ‘though we might have been burdensome, 

oppressive! What sense are we to attribute to év Bdpet etva: here? Does 

it refey to the levying of pecuniary aid, or to the assumption of authority 

and the exaction of respect to one’s office? In other words, does it refer 

specially to év mpopdoet mdeovegias, or rather to (yrotwres €£ dvOpdray 

8éEav? In favour of the former sense is the fact that the kindred phrases 

in St Paul are used in this connexion : comp. ver. 9 mpés 76 py émBaphoai 

ria tuav repeated again 2 Thess. iii. 8, 2 Cor. xii. 16 xareBapnoa, xi. 9 

dBapj euavrdv éripnoa. On the other hand the position of duvdpeva év 

Bdpe elvas in close connexion with (yrotvres dofav speaks strongly on 
behalf of the other sense, and Bapos, like éyxos, can fairly have this mean- 

ing. See 2 Cor. iv. 17 Bapos ddéns and comp. Diod. Sic. iv. 61 6:4 76 Bdpos 

tis méAews, where the writer is speaking of Athens. Perhaps it is safer to 

assign to év Bdpet efvae a comprehensive meaning, including both these 

royal prerogatives, so to speak, of the apostleship, the assertion of 

authority and the levying of contributions. On the supplies sent to him 

from Philippi at this time see the note on Phil. iv. 16. 

ds Xpurrod darécrodot] ‘by virtue of our office as Apostles of Christ’ So 
strongly does St Paul assert the right of the teacher to be provided for 
by the taught, that writing to the Corinthians he, with a touch of irony, 

expresses his fear lest, by having failed to assert this claim, he might 

have led them to question his authority (2 Cor. xi. 7 sq.). 

The twofold anxiety displayed here to indicate his own disinterested- 

ness and at the same time not to compromise his rightful claims as an 

Apostle, is expressed so entirely in the spirit of St Paul that it is strange 
such a proof of the authenticity of the Epistle could be overlooked by 
those who have denied the Pauline authorship. 

7. wir] ‘chzldren, babes. This is by far the best supported read- 

ing, being found in SBC*D*FG it. vg. cop. a4, nor does it present any con- 

siderable difficulty. The inversion of the metaphor which it introduces, 

the Christian teacher being first compared to the child and then to the 

mother, is quite in St Paul’s manner: e.g. v. 2, 4 where the day of the 

Lord is compared to a thief and then the idea is reversed and the unpre- 
pared Christians become the thieves (Ws «Aémwras xaradd@y, the true 

reading). Compare also the use which is made of the allegory of the 

vailed face of Moses (2 Cor. iii. 13—-16), where the vail is represented 

first as on the law, then as on the hearts of the Jewish nation; of the 

metaphor of second marriage (Rom. vii. 1 sq.) where we should expect not 

dpeis €BavardOnre TO vous (ver. 4) but 6 vdépos CbavaraGn duty ; and of the idea 

of the triumphal procession in 2 Cor. ii. 14 sq., where the Apostles are 

compared, first to the captives led in triumph, then to the odour of the 

incense : see for a less striking example Rom. vi. 5, and the notes on Gal. 

ii. 20, iv. 19, St Paul’s earnestness and rapidity of thought led him to 
work his metaphor to the utmost, turning it about and reapplying it, as it 

suggested some new analogy. It was of no importance to him, as it 
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would be to a modern writer, that his image should cut clean. This 
disregard of rhetorical rules it was which made his ‘speech contemptible’ 
(2 Cor. x. 10 6 Aoyos eLovbernpévos, comp. I Cor. ii. 1, 4). Rhetorical rules 
were as nothing to him compared with the object which he had in view. 

The word mjc was read here by Origen Marth. i. p. 375 ed. Huet 
(quoted by Bentley Crit. Sacr. p. 61) 6 dméarodos éyévero vimios Kal mapa- 
mhyjotos tpops Oadroven td éavtijs matdiov Kai Aadovon Adyous ds matdiov 

6:4 7d masdior, followed by Pelagius fact? sumus parvuli. So too Clement 
of Alexandria (Paed. i. 5. 19 p. 108) quotes the passage as given in the text, 

and explains the distinction between the two words thus: ovk éml ddpovev 
TarTerat TO vATLOY, yyTUTLOS pev yap odTOS, vymos Se 6 venmLos, ds Hos 6 

draddppor, olov mos vewotl Kat mpdos ro Tpdm@ yevouevos: compare also 

Paed, i. 6 p. 117. Compare also Irenzus (iv. 38, 2) speaking of Christ, da 

rotTo cuvernmiager vids Tod Ocod rédetos Ov TH avOparr@...dua Td Tod avOpdmov 
vimiov obra xwpovpevos, os avOpwmos avrév ywpeiv jdvvaro. The same 
reading #miot for vfmioe occurs in A on Eph. iv. 14, showing the readiness 

with which the words would be confused. 

On the other hand, joe makes very excellent sense, as this is a word 

specially used to express ‘fatherly tenderness,’ e.g. Hom. Od. ii. 47 marnp 

& as Hos Fev, comp. J. xxiv. 770. It occurs 2 Tim. ii. 24 SodAov Kuplov 
ov dei payer Oat dAXG Hmtov eivat, where again the variant wjmov is found. 

& péow tpav] not simply év vpiy or wap’ vaiv, but more fully, ‘as though 

I were one of you, mixing freely among you.’ The expression here used 

indirectly hints at the terms of equality on which the Apostle placed 

himself with his converts: comp. St Luke xxii. 27 of his Master éyo 8¢ ev 
péow tay eit ds 6 dtaxovar. 

If mjmcoe is the correct reading, a colon should be placed after ev péow 

tpav: if joe is adopted, perhaps even then it should be so punctuated. 

It may however be a question in this case, whether ds éav rpodéos x.t.A. 
should not be connected with what goes before, though it has an apodosis 

of its own. For such a construction see Soph. Ajax 839. 
ds édv Oddy] For os avy see Hermann on Soph. 4jax 1096, and comp. 

Winer § xlii. p. 385 ; on éay for av see Winer § xlii. p. 390. 

70 éaurijs tékva] Thus by rpodos here is meant a mother who suckles 

and nurses her own children. This use is not unclassical: e.g. Soph. 

Ajax 849 yépovte warpi ti re Svaotnve tpops. Theocr. xxvii. 66 yurd warnp 
rexewy rpopos (see Steph. Zhes. s. v.). 

8. dpepdpevor] This is the best supported reading and the word 
occurs also in Job iii. 21 (LXxX.), Psalm lxii. 2 (Symmachus), in both 

passages however with the same variety of reading (imeipeo@ac) as here. 

Two explanations are given of the form. 77st, that it is derived from 
éuod and eipev, and means ‘to be attached to’ (so Theophylact and 
others). To this there are two objections: (1) that the verb would in 

this case take a dative instead of a genitive. Perhaps the instances of 
ovAdapBdverOat, drrecOat, etc. are not exact enough parallels to meet this 
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objection, (2) That verbs compounded with dod are always derived 
from substantives as éuodpopetv, dpevvereiv, opideiv, etc. and there is no 
substantive to which to refer GueiperOa. Secondly, as the form peiperOar 

(=ipeipeoGar) is found in Nicander 7her. 402, it is supposed that épeipe- 

oa: is a lengthened form from this, as édvpopa: from dvpopat, éxé\Aw from 

Ko, etc. Against this it is urged that no instance is adduced of a verb 
so lengthened by an aspirated vowel. But on the other hand too much 
stress must not be laid on this in the New Testament, where ¢Amis for 

instance is written éAmis (see note on Phil. ii. 23 dpidw). In this case the 
word may have arisen from ipefpeoOa by an imperfect articulation of a 

very short vowel, as in the case of KoAagoaeis for KoAooaoeis ; or lastly the 

reading may be dpetpdpevos (Lobeck Pazh, 1. 4. 1 p. 72). 

ed8oxotpev] The imperfect tense. On the omission of the augment 
see Lobeck Pkryz. pp. 140, 456; but the best manuscripts of the New 

Testament are not agreed on this point, and probably nvdoxotdpev should 

be preferred here. On the verb evdoxeix see the note on Col. i. 19. It is 

not found in the writers of the classical epoch. 
kal tds éavrdv Woxds] ‘40 give even our own lives The simple verb 

Sodvat is to be understood from the compound peradotva: of the former 

clause. For the zeugma compare Kiihner, II. p. 606, and on the word 
Wux7 see note on I Thess. v. 23. 

dyanyrol] The metaphor is still preserved in the term which is 

specially used of an only or favourite child (see e.g. Hom. Od. ii. 365 

pobvos éav dyannros x.7.A.) and consecrated in this sense by its application 

to the Son of God Himself; comp. Matt. iii. 17, and the note on vymoe 

above (ver. 7). On the term 6 dyamnrés, as a complete title in itself, see 

the note on Col. iv. 14. 

Q. pwnpovedere yap] referring to evdoxodpev peradovvat ras éavTay ypuyas- 
‘You will not regard this declaration of our readiness to lay down our 

lives as a mere idle vaunt, for you have a proof of our self-sacrificing spirit 

in the recollection of our toils and labours when among you.’ Or the yap 

may refer back to ver. 5. 

Tov kérrov kal Tov p6x8ov] ‘our Ltozl and our struggling. The words 
occur together also in 2 Thess. iii. 8 and 2 Cor. xi. 27 (so too in Hermas 

Sim. v. 6.2), and we must seek for some distinction of meaning between 

the two expressions. 

Kézos (from xomre) is properly a ‘ blow’ or ‘ bruise,’ and hence signifies 

‘wear and tear,’ the fatigue arising from continued labour, and hence the 

labour which brings on lassitude. 

In p6x6os on the other hand the leading notion is that of struggling 

to overcome difficulties. It is connected with pdyos, woys and perhaps 

ports, wGAos, in all of which words the same idea is prominent. Thus 

xéros is passive, yéx6os active, and the distinction may perhaps be repre- 

sented by the two words ‘toil and moil.’ See Trench Seven Churches, 

p. 65. 
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vuxrds kal qpépas «.7.A.] This clause is added, as an epexegesis of rov 
Komoyv nay Kat tov poxdov, and therefore has no connecting particle. 

Some even of the best MSS. have supplied the apparent deficiency with 

yap. ‘Laborem manuum nocte et fatigationem verbi die: caeterum 

semper operabatur, quando docebat’ says Pelagius. 

The explanation of the order vuxrés xai rjuépas is not to be sought in 

the fact that the Jews, as did also the Athenians (Plin. Wat. H7st. ii. § 79), 

commenced their reckoning with sunset. For we find the Jewish writers, 

both in the Old and New Testaments, frequently adopting the reverse 
order ‘ day and night’ (e.g. Jer. xvi. 13, xxxiii. 25) ; while the Romans, who 

reckoned from sunrise, as often as not speak of ‘night and day’ (e.g. Cic. 

de fin. i. 16, 51, de orat. i. 16, 260, Ceesar de bell. Gallic. v. 38. 1). 

The latter however is the order always observed by St Paul (Lobeck 

Paral. p. 62 sq.), and by Luke in the expression wikra xal rjuépay (e.g. Luke 

ii. 37), but not when he uses the genitive (e.g. Luke xvii. 7). St John, 

who uses the genitive only, always employs the order jjuépas kal vuxros, 

and his style is the most Hebraic of New Testament writers. 

épyatépevor] St Paul himself doubtless worked while at Thessalonica 
at his trade of tent-maker, on which we find him employed at Corinth 

about the time when this Epistle was written (Acts xviii. 3). It was a 

recognized custom of every Jewish parent, enforced by many maxims of 

the Rabbins, to teach his son a trade. This fact therefore does not imply 

any inferiority of social position in the case of St Paul (see the note on 

2 Thess. iii. 10, where St Paul reiterates this proof of his disinterestedness). 

The choice of this particular trade was probably determined by the fact 

that canvas for tents was largely manufactured from the goat’s hair of his 

native country from which it got its name c7/écium (Conybeare and 

Howson, I. p. 58). 
St Paul however during his stay at Thessalonica was not entirely 

supported by the labour of his own hands. He more than once received 

contributions from Philippi (Phil. iv. 15). In the same way, while at 

Corinth, he received contributions from Macedonia to make up a sufficient 

sum to support him, see 2 Cor. xi. 9, where 74 vorépnyd pou means ‘what 

was wanting, after I had plied my trade.’ Besides Thessalonica and 

Corinth (Acts xviii. 3), we find him labouring with his own hands also 

at Ephesus (Acts xx. 34)- 

On the bearing of these facts on the question of the length of his stay 

at Thessalonica, see Biblical Essays p. 259. 

10. ipets pdprupes kal 6 @eds] ‘You are witnesses of our outward 

actions, God of our inward thoughts.’ See ver. 5. 

bclus Kal Stxatws] ‘how holily towards God and how justly towards 

men. The two words often occur together and represent, dciws one’s 

duty towards God, d:xaiws one’s duty towards men. See Plato Gorg. 

P. 507 B kal py sept pév avOpodrous Ta mpooyjkovra mparrwy Sikar av mparrot, 

alee d¢ Geods Sara (comp. Theat. p. 176 B), and so St Paul’s contemporary 
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Philo éccorns pev mpos Gedy Sixatootvy Se mpos dvOpdmovs Oewpeirar. Simi- 

larly Marcus Antoninus says (vii. 66) of Socrates that he was Sixaios ta 

apos dvOperous, Sovos ra mpos Oeovs. Cf. Luke i. 75, Tit. i. 8, Ephes. iv. 24, 
where see Wetstein. It is not intended however to be implied that this 

meaning always attaches to dixatos, which in its technical legal sense is 

used of righteousness before God, i.e. having fulfilled the terms of the 
compact with Him, but only generally and more especially when distin- 

guished from dcvos. See Trench NV. 7. Syn. § Ixxxviii. p. 328. The combi- 
nation is found in Clem. Rom. 48 xarevdivovres rnv mopetay avrap év dovoTnTe 

kai Sexatoovvyg and [2 Clem.] 5 rd daiws cai Sixaiws avarrpéperba, where 

see the notes. In the present passage the correspondence is inverted 

by chiasmus, égiws referring to 6 OQeds, Stxaiws to vets paprupes. 

dpéurws] is more comprehensive, including both doiws and 6d:xaiws 
contemplated from the negative side. The word is coupled with dciws in 

Clem. Rom. 44 as descriptive of a blameless Christian ministry. 
iptv rots moretovcw] If this dative could mean ‘in the opinion of,’ 

then all difficulty arising from rois morevovow would cease. The sense 

would then be, ‘much as our conduct has been misinterpreted by the 

unbelievers, at least in the sight of you who believe’ etc. But the sense 
would be sacrificed to get over this one difficulty, for St Paul would then 
be made to say ‘We call you to witness (and God also), how in your 

opinion we acted holily, etc.,’ which is inconceivably flat and unmeaning. 

The sense ‘towards you who believe’ is at once a very natural interpre- 

tation of the Greek and better suits the context. 
trois micretouow] Not that his conduct had been otherwise towards 

unbelievers, but that believers had a special claim upon him. There was 

here an additional motive for uprightness. Comp. Gal. vi. 10, ‘ Let us do 

good unto all men, but especially unto them who are of the household 

of the faith’ Thus the words are especially connected with duéuaras. 

The Apostle’s obligations had been loyally fulfilled. 

éyevj@qpev] For this use of ytyyecOa: with an adverb ‘how holily we 

conducted ourselves, etc.’ see on i. 5. "EyevjOnuev is here not a simple 

copula, but has a fuller meaning, ‘we presented ourselves, behaved our- 

selves’: comp. I Cor. xvi. 10 va dfoBws yévyrat mpds duas. See Kriiger’s 

Sprachlehre § 62. 2, p. 269 (cited by Koch). For this idiomatic use 
comp. Thucyd. ii, 14 yaderds avrois 1} dvdcracis éyeyéve, and see Matth. 
Gr. Gr. ii. § 309 c. 

11. The construction in the sentence beginning with ds eva &kacrov 
kr. 18 defective from the absence of a finite verb. There are two ways 
of supplying the ellipsis, either (1) by a verb such as évovderodpev to govern 
€va Exagrov, of (2) by understanding éyevjOquer with mapaxadodvres Kal 
mapapvOovpevor, in which case these participles have a double accusative 
éva éeaorov and jyas. This double accusative would present no difficulty ; 
for even if no exact parallel is to be found in St Paul, it is still so entirely 
after his manner, that it would need no such support. The real difficulty 
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in this construction consists in the harshness of éyevj6nuev mapakadoorres : 

and probably the correct explanation is to supply some such verb as évoude- 

Todpev Suggested above. The sentence is so suspended by the insertion 

of the participial clause, that the finite verb which ought to close the 

sentence is lost sight of. On ellipses in St Paul see Journal of Class. 

and Sacr. Philol. iii. p. 85. 

és warip tékva] It is remarked by the commentators from St Chry- 

sostom downwards, on ver. 7, that when the Apostle wishes to dwell 

on his tenderness and affection for his converts he uses the figure of a 
mother ; while here, where he is dwelling on his teaching and advice, he 

adopts that of a father as more appropriate. ‘Parvulos nutrix fovet: 

proficientes vero pater instituit’ says Pelagius. 

mrapakadotvres Kal rapapuvlodpevor}] Compare 1 Cor. xiv. 3 6 8¢ mpody- 

Tevov avOparois Nadel oikodopny Kal mapakAnow Kat mapapvbiav. Perhaps 

there is this difference that mapaxadeiv is ‘to exhort to a particular line of 

conduct,’ while wapapvéctoOa is rather ‘to encourage to continue in a 

course.’ The sense of ‘consolation’ which some would here attribute to 

mapapvGeic Oa is not more inherent in this word than in mapaxadeiv. See 

above, ii. 3 (with the note), below v. 14 mapaxadotpev dé vuas...napapveiobe 

Tous oAryowvxous, Col. ii. 2, and the notes on mapakAnows and mapapvOtov 

(Phil. ii. 1). 
paprupépevor] This is a better supported reading than paprupovpevor, 

and is certainly required by the sense. The distinction between paprv- 

petoOa (the passive of paprupeiv) ‘to be borne witness to,’ and papriperdat 

‘to invoke witnesses’ and so ‘to appeal to as in the sight of witnesses, to 

charge, protest,’ ought not to require restatement: for it holds equally in 

classical authors, and in the New Testament without, so far as I am 

aware, a single exception. Compare e.g. Rom. iii. 21 paprupovpevot vio 

Tov vopov With Gal. v. 3 papripopas d¢ mdAw mavri dvOpdme x7.A, and see 
note there. MaprupeicOa, the middle, seems to be used for the active in 

Lucian de Sacr. c. 10 (I. p. 534), but with a sort of middle sense, ‘testifies 

in himself, bears evidence in himself.’ Probably at a later period the two 

words were confused, and hence the various readings in the MSs. here and 

in Acts xxvi. 22, where however the preponderance of authority is de- 
cidedly in favour of paprupopevos the right reading. Maprvpeo6a bears the 
same relation to paprupeiv as éper Oar to épeiv. 

12, Tod kadotvros] the present participle, as below, v. 24, though the 

aorist is more frequently used. Either tense may be employed indiffer- 

ently. Compare Gal. i. 6 dao rot xadécavros dyas with Gal. v. 8 ek rot 
kadowvros tyas. The fact that we never find the present of the finite verb 

in this sense, but always a past tense, as éxaAeev, KéxAnxev, exAnOnre, 
suggests as the true explanation of the present participle that it is used 
substantively, without any idea of time, referring to the person and not 

the act, ‘your caller’ like 6 rixrwy etc. See note on Gal. i. 23 6 didkov 

was more. 
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wiv éautod Bacidelav] not the future heavenly kingdom of Christ, but 

the actual spiritual kingdom of which they were present members. Comp. 
2 Thess. i. § rie Baodelas rod Ocov. It is a state of things which has 

already begun. Ad€ay on the other hand points to the glorious develop- 

ment of that kingdom in which they hoped to participate hereafter. 

iii, Repetition of thanksgiving at their conversion and patience under 

persecution (ii. 13—16). 

13. 8d tovro] ‘for this reason,’ ‘seeing that we have bestowed so 
much labour and affection upon you, we are the more thankful that we 
have laboured to some purpose.’ This seems better than referring da 
rovro solely to the dependent clause rod xadodyros Upas «7.4. which is not 
prominent enough to introduce it. A new paragraph may be supposed to 

begin at ver. 13. 

kal ypeis] ‘we also, we on our part—as you bear witness to our devotion 
in your service, so we iz return thank God that you have listened to our 
teaching.’ The words cal 7jpeis correspond in some sense to avrol yap 

otdare (ii. 1); and fitly introduce the new paragraph, in which St Paul 

turns away from the teachers to speak of the taught. The same expres- 

sion occurs in Col. i. 9, where see the note. 

mapadaBdvres e6éGac0e] Any attempt to translate these words into the 

corresponding English, as e.g. rapadapBdvew ‘to take,’ déxerOar ‘to accept,’ 

tends to exaggerate the distinction. Nevertheless it must not be lost 

sight of. AéyeoOa implies a slight degree of acquiescence or appropriation, 

or at least consciousness, which is absent in wapadapBavew ; or in technical 

language, while rapadapBdvew denotes simply the objective fact, déyeo0a 

presents the subjective aspect of the act of receiving. Compare Demosth. 

F. L., p. 384 otk ed€£avro ovS €daBov radta of trav OnBaiwv mpécBets, ‘they 

did not snap at nor would they even accept the money,’ and Xen. Cyrof. 

i. 4. 26 rots pévrot AaBdvras Kai Se£apévovs ra Sdpa Aéyerar “Aorvayet 

dareveyxeiv, quoted by Koch. See also the commentators on the parable 

of the sower, Luke viii. 13 pera xapas déxovra: rov Adyov, and Mark iv. 16 

pera xapas AapBavovew avrév. The distinction is significant here : ‘when 

the word of hearing was delivered to you, you took it to yourselves as the 

word of God.’ See Acts xi. 1, where the word dé£ac6a: is coupled with 
tov Adyoy, as here, and the note on Col. ii. 6. 

Néyov dkofjs] The word dxojs is not an idle addition here, but derives 

its force from the accompanying expressions éSé£ac0e and ds kai évepyetrat. 

‘The word of hearing was delivered to you, but it became something 

more than the word of hearing to you. You appropriated it. It sank 

into your hearts, and produced fruits in your practice.’ The phrase 6 Adyos 

Tijs axofs occurs also in Heb. iv. 2 dAX’ ovk oPéAnoer 6 Aéyos tis dojjs 
éxeivous, pi) ovyKexepacpévous TH miote: Tois dkovcaci, where, as here, it 
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stands in contrast to the faithful reception of the Gospel. Compare also 
Rom. x. 17 dpa 9 mioris €& dxojs, 7 8¢ don dia prypatos Xpicrod. 

wrap’ ypav] naturally attaches itself to mapadaBovres, and not to dkons, a 
harsh construction which however has found favour with many. 

Tov @eod] is emphatic by its position, and is intended to deprecate any 
false deduction from wap’ yuav. ‘Ye received the word of hearing from 

us, albeit it came in fact from God.’ Tod Gcod is therefore a subjective 

genitive ‘ proceeding from God, having God for its author,’ as its emphatic 
position requires; and not ‘about God, of which God is the object,’ as we 
might otherwise be disposed to take it. Ccumenius explains the phrase 
rightly wap’ judy pev mapedaBere, oy juérepoy S€ Svra, GAA Tov Ocod. The 

Apostle betrays a nervous apprehension that he may be unconsciously 

making claims for himself ; the awkwardness of the position of the words 

tov @eov is the measure of the emphasis of his disclaimer. 

od Adyov dvOpdarwv] ‘Ye received it not as the word of men, but as etc.’ 
i.e. ‘with the respect and obedience due to it, as the word of God. It was 

to you in your welcome of it the word of God.” For the omission of dg 

comp. Kiihner II. p. 226, Lambert Bos £dizps. p. 781 ed. Schafer 1808. That 

this is the sense of the passage appears not only from the general context, 

but especially from the phrase xadas dAnOads éoriv, which would be rendered 

meaningless if the words were translated, ‘ye received not the word of 

men, but the word of God,’ as it is taken by some. 

8s kal évepyetroar ] This is to be referred not to eds, but to Adyos; for, 
Jirst, St Paul observing a very significant distinction always uses the 

active évepyety of God, and so by contrast of the spirit of evil (Ephes. 
ii, 2), and the middle évepyeio@at in other cases (see the note on Gal. 

v. 6): and, secondly, the natural sequence in the passage is preserved 

by taking the verb with Adyos. (1) The word received into the ears, 
(2) the word appropriated in the heart, (3) the word fructifying in good 
works—these are the stages which the Apostle here expresses. 

év iptv rots moresoucw] iors and doy are contrasted in the passages 

cited above in the note on Adyov dxoys. This passage, like Gal. v. 6, 

miatis OC dyamns évepyoupevn (toyver), Supplies the link which connects the 
teaching of St Paul on faith and works with that of St James. 

14. dpets yap] ‘for you showed signs of the active working of the 

Gospel, in the persecution which you endured.’ 

ipeis yop pipyral «1.A.] This passage, implying an affectionate 
admiration of the Jewish Churches on the part of St Paul, and thus 

fully bearing out the impression produced by the narrative in the Acts, 

is entirely subversive of the theory maintained by some and based ona 

misconception of Gal. ii. and by the fiction of the Pseudo-Clementines, of 
the feud existing between St Paul andthe Twelve. The staunchest main- 

tainer of this theory by a sort of petitio principid uses this passage as a 

strong argument against the authenticity of the Epistle (Baur Paulus 

p- 482 sq.). 
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wOv éxkAyorav}] The word éxxAnoia, as most other terms relating to the 
ministry and organization of the Christian community, e.g. éioxomos, 

Aetroupyla, is borrowed from the civil polity of the heathen, their 

religious terms having been so indelibly stamped with a meaning of their 

own as to render them unavailable for the purposes of Christianity. 

Just in the same way, at a later stage, for the most part the basilicas, not 

the temples, were employed for Christian worship. At the same time 
however, though this was the original and prominent signification of the 

éxkAngia, it was not unknown as applied to religious assemblies among 
the Jews, e.g. Acts vii. 38 7 éxkAnoia év rH épype, and is in fact the word 
used to translate bnp, eg. in Psalm xxii. 22. We must remember 

however that in the theocracy ‘political’ and ‘religious’ were convertible 

terms. And, though the word ovvaywyy was used for a meeting in a 

fixed place for purposes of prayer by the Jews and even by the Jewish 

Christians (James ii. 2), so that the heretical Ebionite sect clung to the 

term for some centuries (Epiphan. xxx. 18 cvvaywyyy 8€ otrot Kadéovoe TH 
€auray éxkAnolay kat ovxt éxkAnoiay), still the word éxkdyoia might fairly 

apply to a Jewish religious assembly. Hence it was not sufficient to 

describe the Christian communities in Judzea as ai éxgAyoiat, or even as 

ai éxkAnoia: rod Geov, for these expressions would apply equally well to 
the Jews ; but it was necessary to specify them as év XpiorG “Inood ‘the 

Christian Churches in Judea.’ The same fear of misapprehension is 

observable elsewhere, e.g. Gal. i. 22 rais éxkAnoiais ris "lovdaias rais év 

Xpwor@, where see the note: see above, i. 1; and further in the next note. 

éy XpiorS *Inocot] Not to be taken with piunrai éyeryOyre, but with rav 

éxxAnowav ovoay ev TH lovdaig. The absence of the article is no objection 

(see i. 1, iv. 16), The reason why these words are added is given in the 

last note, and applies equally to the parallel passages, Gal. i. 22, 1 Cor. 

i. 2, which serve to explain the construction here. 
kal tpeis...kal adrol] The comparison is strengthened by the insertion 

of xai in both clauses. Compare Eph. v. 23 ds cai o Xpuords (where see 

Ellicott’s note), Rom. i. 13 xal év vpiv Kabds Kai év trois Aourois Zbvecw. 

Kal avroi ‘they themselves,’ to be understood from rév éxkAnowdy k.t.A. 
ovpouderav] That the Gentiles are here meant is clear from the 

marked opposition to imo ray “Iovéaiwy, further enforced as it is by idtwv. 

Though the Jews appear in the Acts as the chief persecutors of St Paul 

at Thessalonica, yet we cannot doubt that the course of events was the 

same there as elsewhere; the opposition to the Gospel instigated by the 
Jews was taken up by the native population, without whose cooperation 

the Jews would have been powerless. The words cupgvderdy, "IovSaiay 

denote rather national than religious limits. Thus cup@uderdy would 
include such Jews as were free citizens of Thessalonica. See Paley, 
Horae Paul. ix. 5. 

Upon the word the grammarians remark that the earlier writers adopt 
the simple forms in this and similar cases, e.g. gudérys, modirns, Sypdrns 
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(Arist. Av. 367 dvre Evyyevij xal pudéra), and that the compounds oupdu- 
Aérys, Tvpsroriryns, cvvdnworns are of later introduction. This is true asa 
general rule, but the word ouygvuAérys is apparently an exception, oc- 

curring in Isocr. Panathen. 27 (p. 263 A) if the reading be not doubtful. 

See Lobeck Phryn. pp. 172, 471, Herodian p. 471, ed. Lobeck, and the 
note on Gal. i. 14 cumAtxidras. 

ka@ds] is equivalent here to dep, and corresponds to r& adra above, 
‘the same...as.’ See Lobeck Phryz. p. 426 sq., Kiihner ii. p. 571. 

15. What account can we give of this digression on the conduct of 

the Jews, so unexpected and startling at first sight? What was the 
impulse at work in the Apostle’s mind? A ready answer to these 
questions suggests itself in the circumstances of this period of his life. 
At no other time probably did he suffer more from the hostility of the 

Jews. They had driven him from Thessalonica, had tracked him out at 
Berea, and expelled him thence, and they still continued their persecution 
of him at Corinth on the occasion of the visit during which these Epistles 
were written. They were to him therefore the embodiment of the 

opposition to the Gospel, the very type of Antichrist himself. 

rav kal roy Képiov drroxrewdvrov «7.2. | ‘who killed both the Lord Fesus 

and the prophets” Kaibefore rov Kupiov couples it with kat rovs rpopyras. 
The emphatic word from its position in the sentence is not rov Kupoy, as 
is generally assumed, but “Incovy, ‘they killed the Lord, for they killed 
Jesus.’ Compare St Peter’s words in Acts ii. 36 dre cal Kvpuov adréy kal 
Xpiorov emoingev 6 Geds TodToy Tov "Incoby dv vpeis éoravpd@aare, where the 

emphatic words are placed last; and above i. 10, where a like prominence 

is given to the name. 

kal roils poprjtas] They are the same from first to last. They killed 
the Lord Jesus in the end, as they had killed the prophets before Him, in 

whose case at least they could not plead the excuse of ignorance 

(Matt. xxiii. 29 sq.). Thus the parable of the Unjust Husbandmen 

applies to them. 
Tertullian (adv. Mare. v. 15) accuses Marcion of inserting idtous in the 

text before arpodyras (‘ sos adjectio haeretici’) with the intent to show that 

the prophets belonged not to the Church of Christ, but to the Jews. 

Tertullian however is so reckless in his charges against Marcion, that 
no stress can be laid upon this as a fact. The authority of the MSS. is 

certainly in favour of omitting idfovs, and there is a tendency to the 

insertion of the word elsewhere, e.g. iv. 11, Ephes. iv. 28 (where possibly 
it may stand), v. 24. This is a transcriber’s trick for the sake of pre- 

cision, and is quite innocent of any doctrinal bias. See the note on 
Col. iii. 18 rots dvdpaow, where again i8ios is an unwarrantable insertion. 

é&xSiwEdvrov] A.V. ‘persecuted.’ More than this, ‘persecuted and 

drove us out, stated generally, but doubtless with a special reference 

(which would be caught up by his readers) to his expulsion from Thessa- 

lonica (Acts xvii. 5—10). 

L. EP. 3 
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macw dvOpdros évavrlwv] This expression at once recals the 

language of Tacitus (HZs¢. v. 5) speaking of the Jews ‘adversus omnes 

alios hostile odium.’ Nor is this a mere resemblance of expression, 

though the two phrases are not coextensive. The spirit in which Tacitus 

so describes them may be inferred from the account given by Juvenal 

(xiv. 103, 104) of this unfriendly race, which denied even the commonest 

offices of hospitality to strangers—‘non monstrare vias eadem nisi sacra 

tenenti, Quaesitum ad fontem solos deducere verpos. Comp. Philostr. 

Vit. Apoll. Tyan. v. 33 oi "Iovdaior Bioy dpuxrov evpovres, Kal ois pyre Kown 

mpos dvOpdrous tpdreta pyre orovdal prjre eval pyre Ovoiat mA€ov apeoracw 

par # Sovea x.r.d., Diod. Sic. xxxiv. 1 robs “Iovdaiovs pdvous dravtwv €Ovav 

dxowovrrous elvar tis mpos Ado COvos emypséias Kat wodepious umokapBavew 

mdvras «.7-A. St Paul on the other hand views their hostility to mankind 

as exemplified in their opposing the extension of the Gospel to the 

Gentiles (see next note). But both the one and the other characteristic— 

their exclusiveness in the matter of spiritual privileges, and their selfish 

narrowness in the common things of life—were due to the same unloving 
and illiberal spirit, all the more odious in that it was a caricature and an 

unnatural outgrowth of the isolated purity of their old monotheism. 
16. Kodvévrov] ‘22 that they hinder us? This clause is most naturally 

taken as explanatory of maow dyOpéros evavriov, otherwise it would have 

been rév xwAvdyroy or Kai KoAvorvrwv. This was the ground of the 

opposition of the Jews to St Paul as recorded in the Acts, elsewhere 

(xiii, 48 sq.), and at Thessalonica itself (xvii. 5 (jAdcavres dé of Iovdaior 

K.TA.)> 

AaAjoat tva cwldow] is capable of two interpretations, either (1) ‘to 

speak to them, to the end that they may be saved’ or (2) ‘to tell them to 

be saved,’ as if the infinitive had been used. The latter, though not a 
classical usage of iva, is quite legitimate in New Testament (see Winer, 

§ xliv. p. 420 sq.), and in modern Greek its equivalent ya has displaced 

the infinitive in common use. Here however the former sense seems 

required to give force to the passage, and is borne out by corresponding 

passages in St Paul: e.g. 1 Cor. x. 33, where the same phrase occurs; 

see also the note on v. 4. 

dvamrdnpooat] Not exactly equivalent to the simple verb wAypdoat, ‘to 

fill the measure’; but ‘to fill «2p the measure’ of their sin, implying that 
the process of filling had already begun, drop after drop being poured 

into the cup of their guilt. Compare the Lxx. of Gen. xv. 16, where the 

word is a translation of poy. On the other hand in Gal. vi. 2 avatAn- 

pacere roy vopov Tod Xpiorod the idea of completeness is uppermost ; see 
the note there. 

els 73 dvardnpdca] ‘so as to fulfil’? The preposition eis with the 

infinitive in the New Testament generally, it is true, signifies the purpose 
‘with a view to,’ ‘in order to,’ but it sometimes expresses nothing more 
than the consequence ‘so that.’ Comp. e.g. 2 Cor. viii. 6 eis ro mapaxa- 
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A€oat Hpas Tirov «7.A., and perhaps Hebr. xi. 3. We cannot therefore 

insist in this passage on the idea of a conscious intention on the part of 
the Jews, or even of a divine purpose overruling their conduct, though 

the latter is not an improbable interpretation either grammatically or 
theologically. 

wdyrote] ‘at all times,’ by the persecution of the prophets before 

Christ, by the persecution of Christ Himself, and by the persecution of 

His disciples after Him. Tdvrore is condemned by the Atticists; see 

Lobeck Pkryx. p. 103, Moeris, p. 319. 

épOacev St] This verb occurs seven times in the New Testament, In 

five of these the construction is @éavew émi or eis, the exceptional cases 

being 1 Thess. iv. 15, 2 Cor. x. 14, and in all seven passages but 1 Thess. 

iv. 15 POdvew means ‘to arrive.’ The original notion of anticipation, or 

surprise is sometimes weak in the New Testament, as 2 Cor. x. 14, 
Phil. iii. 16; but here it may well bear that meaning, compare also 

Matt. xii. 28. 
It is doubtful whether ¢p@axev or ¢pOacev is the right reading. The 

perfect is easier of explanation, denoting a judgment which had already 

arrived but was not yet completed. The aorist however has somewhat 

the stronger support from the manuscripts, and is usually explained 

either (1) as a prophetic anticipation, but there is no prophetic colouring 

in the diction here ; or (2) as a reference to the foreordained counsels of 

God, but there is nothing in the expression itself, or the context, to lead 

to such an interpretation. If therefore we prefer this reading, it is better 
to adopt (3) the simple explanation that it denotes merely past time, 

without any thought of the continuance of the action itself or of its effects 

(the notion conveyed by the perfect), such continuance however not being 
negatived, and in fact it must from the circumstances of the case be 
understood. There may however be a special reference to the act of 

infatuation on the part of the Jews evidenced by slaying the Saviour. 

Their conduct towards our Lord may well be regarded by the Apostle as 
the beginning of the end. In the Zest. xi¢ Patr. Levi 6 the passage is 

quoted with the reading ¢péacev. 
4 épyj] See the note on i. Io, and compare 47 ypépa (om. éxeivn), 

1 Thess. v. 4, Heb. x. 25. 

eis t&os] ‘fo the uttermost’ This meaning of es rédos is indeed 
unsupported elsewhere in the New Testament, where apparently it always 
signifies ‘to the last,’ ‘for ever, as John xiii. 1; comp. Ignat. Ephes. 14 

édv tis evpeby eis Téhos. It is however frequent in the Lxx. (e.g. Ps. xii. 1), 
and elsewhere, e.g. Ep. Barnabas, § 19. 11 els réAos puoyjoets Tév rrovnpor, 

Hermas Vis. 3. 10. 5 itapa eis réXos. The sense ‘at last’ would be appro- 

priate here, ‘at last they were overtaken in the midst of their wicked- 
ness;’ but the only biblical passage quoted in support of this meaning 

(Luke xviii. 5) is capable of another interpretation. For the sentiment 

comp. Wisdom xix. 1 rois 5¢ doéBeoe péxpt TeAous dvedenpav Oupos éxéorn. 
What was this divine judgment, which the Apostle speaks of as 

3—2 
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having already fallen on the Jews? We might be tempted to think that 
he foretold the final overthrow of the nation and the destruction of their 

city and temple. But this is an inadequate explanation. There is no 
sign of any kind that the inspiration of the Apostle here assumes a 
directly predictive character. There is no prophetic colouring in the 

passage. On the contrary, he spoke of some stern reality which was 

already working before his eyes: and even to one not gifted with an 

Apostle’s prophetic insight, yet endowed with average moral sensibilities, 
there was enough in the actual condition of this nation to lead him to 
regard them as suffering under a blow of divine retribution. There were 
the actual physical evils, under which they were groaning. There was 

the disorganization of their internal polity. There was their utter dis- 

regard of all moral distinctions, to which their own historian Josephus 

draws attention. There was above all their infatuated opposition to the 

Gospel, than which no more decisive proof of judicial blindness, or it 

might be of conscious and headlong precipitation into ruin, could be 

conceived by the Christian mind. The maxim ‘Quem deus vult perdere, 

prius dementat’ is not a Christian maxim; but it has a Christian counter- 

part, in that those who ‘like not to retain God in their knowledge, God 

gives over to a reprobate mind’ (Rom. i. 28). God’s wrath then was 

no longer suspended ; it had already fallen on the once hallowed, but 

now accursed, race. We may suppose moreover that the prophecies of 

our Lord relating to the destruction of Jerusalem were floating before 

St Paul’s mind—prophecies dim and vague indeed and, we may fairly 

assume, not fully understood even by St Paul—but sufficiently portentous 

to arouse fearful anticipations. They would give new meaning and 

importance to the actual evils of which he was an eyewitness. The end 

was not yet, but the beginning of the end was come. For a similar 
anticipation compare i. Io. 

iv. Anxiety of St Paul on thetr behalf, until reassured by the 
report brought by Timothy (ii. 17—1Ii. 10). 

17. pets 8] ‘But we. To return from this digression about the 
Jews (vv. 15, 16) and speak once more of ourselves. 

drophavicévres] ‘ereft of and separated from,’ as children deprived 
of their parents. 

The word dpdavis (Latin ‘orbus’), though most frequently applied to 

the bereavement of a child who has lost a parent, is in itself quite general 
in meaning, denoting the loss of any friend or relation and including 
the bereavement of a parent. Probably however here the best and most 
touching sense is to render as above, carrying out the Apostle’s metaphor 
of ymoz ii. 7 and to translate, ‘we are like children who have lost their 
parents.’ See Asch. Choefh. 249, where the word occurs in this sense. 

In any case, the aspect of the word here would not be perceptibly in- 
fluenced by ddeAgoi ; see above ver. 9. 
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mpds Kaipdv dpas] ‘for the measure of a season, i.e. for a brief period. 
This is a stronger expression than mpés xatpov and mpds Spav, both of 
which phrases are found, in St Paul (1 Cor. vii. 5 ; 2 Cor. vii. 8, Gal. ii. 5, 
Phil. 15). 

On kaipés see the note on v. 1. The word dpa is connected with Spos, 
denoting properly ‘a limited time.’ The signification of an hour is of 

comparatively late introduction, dating from about the second century B.c. 
mpocdme od kap8iq] is parenthetical, and qualifies the expression 

droppancGévres, ‘though in one sense we are always with you’: comp. 1 

Cor. v. 3 diay r@ odpart, mapdy dé rh mvevpart, and Col, ii. 1, 2, 5 (with 
the notes). 

mepiroorépws] here, as always in St Paul, is strictly comparative, 

referring to droppamucdévres. ‘Separation, so far from weakening our desire 
to see you, has only increased it. When we could see you day by day, our 

yearning was not so intense.’ On the word itself see Gal.i. 14 (with the note). 

18. 8iér1] ‘decause. This is the best supported reading and is 
generally translated ‘therefore,’ as if 8¢ : comp. I Pet. ii. 6, where also it 
is the best supported reading. But it is questionable whether it can bear 
this meaning, though Fritzsche on Rom. i. 18 (1. p. 57) adopts this view, 

translating it ‘hanc ob rem.’ Elsewhere in the New Testament, as always 

in classical writers, the word has one of three meanings, either (1) ‘ox 

what account, (2) ‘because, or (3) ‘that, but never ‘therefore.’ This 

distinction from 86 is due to the indefiniteness of dri. If did7. then be 
the right reading, it must be taken ‘because,’ i.e. ‘in proof whereof,’ ‘that.’ 

Awért in the sense of dri ‘that’ occurs in several spurious documents in 

Demosthenes, e.g. de Corona pp. 279, 284, 290. 

éyd pev Ilatdos «.7.A.] ‘I Paul at least desired it more than once, 

whatever may be the feelings of Silvanus and Timotheus.’ The 
suppressed clause with d¢€ might have run of d€ GAXou wept éavray eye- 

recav. For this suppression of the second member compare Col. ii. 23 

Grwa éotw Adyov pev exovra codias (with the note). Thus éyd is not 

coextensive with jets. The genius of the language will not admit it. 

The words éyd pev IlavAos then do not simply give the subject of 

nOeAnoapev, for then pev would be robbed of any meaning, but they explain 

and qualify the general assertion ‘we desired ;’ and the following words 
kal dma cai Sis must be taken, not with #OeAjfoapyev, but with éyd pev 
TladAos, for the order shows that the ev clause includes them. Accordingly 
the comma in the E. V. after ‘ Paul’ should be omitted. On the whole 

question of St Paul’s supposed use of the epistolary plural, see above, ii. 4. 

kal Graf Kal Sls] Not necessarily ‘twice only,’ but ‘sore than once, 

‘again and again. Comp. Phil. iv. 16 (with the note). 
évécowev] On this word see the note on Gal. v. 7. The same metaphor 

is employed below, iii. 11 xarevOuvat ryy dddv pov. 

6 Xaravas] with a genitive Sarava, is the form always found in the New 
Testament, except possibly 2 Cor. xii. 7, where some manuscripts read 

Saray indeclinable. Theophil. ad Avz/. ii. 28, 29 has Zarav and Zaravas in 



38 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS, [II. 18. 

two successive chapters. Saray is the pure Hebrew form }OY, Zaravis seems 
to be derived from the Aramaic xn. The shorter form is found in 

1 Kings xi. 14, the longer form in Ecclus. xxi. 27, 

It is idle to enquire what was the nature of this hindrance. The most 
likely conjecture refers it to the opposition of the Jews. Or it might have 

been some illness, with which the Apostle was afflicted. Or again many 

other solutions are conceivable. The ‘temptation in the flesh’ alluded to 

elsewhere (Gal. iv. 14) refers to the same period in St Paul’s life. We are 

tempted at once to connect it with the thorn in the flesh which St Paul 

represents as ‘an angel of Satan given to buffet him’ (2 Cor. xii. 7). But 

Satan works in many ways; and even if we were sure that the hindrance 
was the same in both cases, we are still far from a result, for the ‘thorn in 

the flesh’ is an expression which itself admits of more than one explanation. 
See the note on St Paul’s infirmity in the flesh (Galatians, p. 186 sq.). 

19. xapd, orébavos}] He uses similar language in addressing the 

other great Church of Macedonia, which he regarded with even greater 

affection, Phil. iv. 1 ddeA@oi pou dyannrot Kat émerdbnrot, yapa Kat arépaves 

pov. For the ideas conveyed by the word orépavos and its distinction 

from didSypa, see the note on the passage, and add to the references 

there given 2 Tim. iv. 7, 8, Ep. Vienn. et Lugd. éxpiv yoiv robs yevvalous 
dOAnras...dmoaBeiy roy péyav ris dpOapcias orépavoy, and a little below of 

Blandina péyav xal dxarayduorov dOAnrhy Xpiorév evdedupéry...kal Ov dyavos 
tov THs abOapoias oreypapevn orépavoy (Routh FR. S. 1. pp. 309, 311). 

Artis 4 xapa «r.A.] St Paul is not speaking here of the prospect of a 
reward or of any selfish rejoicing or triumph. The Thessalonians are 

his hope and joy, and the crown of his glory, as a child is of its parent. 

So Chrysostom: ris ove dy éml rovatrn mokvmadia Kal evmaidia dydddotro; 

orépavos kauxioews] A phrase borrowed from the Lxx. Ezek. xvi. 12, 
xxiii. 42, Prov. xvi. 31. 

kauxioews] ‘wherein we boast, the subject of our boasting.’ 
4 odxl Kal ipets] The E. V. following the vulg. (‘nonne’) takes 4 as 

an interrogative particle ; and this is so far unobjectionable that it fulfils 

the conditions of 4 interrogative in that it is preceded by another 

interrogative. But this interpretation makes no account of the kal. 

Hence it is better to consider 4 here as a disjunctive particle, ‘or (if 
others are our joy, etc.), are not ye a/so,’ in other words, ‘if you are not 

our joy, no one else is.’ So St Chrysostom ov yap efrev ‘tpeis’ amdas 
GAAa ‘kal vpeis,’ pera rav dddov. 

tyrporey tot Kuplov «.7.d.] refers to the whole of the preceding 
sentence ris yap...vpeis, i.e. ‘in the presence of the Lord, when all things 
will appear in their true light.’ 

éy +9 adrot wapovcla] ‘at Hzs advent.’ For wapovoia see the note on 2 
Thess. ii. 8. 

20. tpets yap] ‘ Ves truly, ye are’ For this use of yap introducing 

areply, comp. Acts xvi. 37 od ydp dhAd «r2., I Cor. ix. 10, and see Winer, 
§ lili. p. 559. 



CHAPTER III. 

1. Avs] ‘On which account, i.e. ‘on account of this very fervent desire, 

which I was unable to gratify.’ 

pyxért] The frequent use of uy with a participle in later authors, 
where in writers of the classical epoch we should have found ov, is too 
marked to escape notice. We are not however justified on this account 

in saying that later writers are incorrect in their use of the negatives. 

The distinction of ov as the absolute and py as the relative, dependent or 
conditional negative, is always observed, at least in the New Testament. 

My for instance is never used in a direct, absolute statement. But in 

participial clauses it is most frequently possible to state the matter in 

either way, either absolutely, or in its relation to the action described by 

the finite verb of the sentence. Here, for instance, ov«ér: oréyovres might 

easily stand, in which case the sense would be, ‘we could no longer 

contain and we thought fit ;? whereas pnxér: oréyovres is ‘as being able no 
longer to contain, we thought fit.’ This phenomenon of the displacement 

of od by yz in the later Greek may perhaps be explained by the general 

tendency in the decline of a language to greater refining and subtlety in 

contrast to the simplicity of the earlier syntax. In the earlier stages of a 

language, and in languages whose growth has been for some cause 

arrested (the Hebrew, for instance, and in a still greater degree the Chinese), 

as in the talk of children, the sentences consist of a number of absolute, 

finite statements strung together, with little or no attempt to express their 

relation or interdependence by any grammatical expedient. As the 
syntax is developed, it is enabled to express these relations with more or 

less nicety. In the case before us the earliest form of the sentence would 

be ovkére €oréyoper cai nvdoxyjoapev, which simply states the two facts side 

by side without expressing any connexion: the next advance is ov«ére 
oréyovres 1USoxjaauev, which synchronizes the two facts, yet does not 

state any other relation but that of time, though it may suggest such. At 

this stage the language had arrived in the classical period. The third 

and later form is pnxért oréyovres nU8oxyoapey, which not only synchronizes 

the two facts, but also expresses that ‘the inability to contain’ was a 

motive which determined the ‘determination.’ See Winer § lv. p. 593 sq., 

Madvig Syntax § 207. 
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eréyovtes] The verb oréyew ‘to cover,’ ‘to shelter, means primarily 
either ‘to keep in’ or ‘to keep out’ (compare the expression ‘to be water- 
tight, air-tight’) ; and, like the Latin ‘defendere,’ takes an accusative 
either (1) of the thing protected or (2) of the thing against which the 

shelter is extended. It thus gets two different meanings, (a) ‘to protect, 

contain,’ (4) ‘to ward off, keep out.’ Thus a tower is said oréyew modu 

(Soph. Ged. Col. 15), and also oréyew Sdpu (Esch, Sept. c. Theb. 216). In 
the same way the English word ‘leak’ has two senses ‘to let water in,’ 

and ‘to let water out.’ To one or other of these leading ideas all the 

subordinate uses of oréyewv, either with the case or absolutely (i.e. with the 

accusative suppressed as here), may be referred. In the passage before us 

oréyovres can be taken with almost equal propriety in either of these two 
meanings: (1) ‘no longer able to keep our feelings tight in’: comp. 

Plato Gorg. p. 493 C, where the soul is compared to a sieve unable to 
hold anything in by reason of its fickle and forgetful nature (od duvapévyy 

oréyew 30 dmoriav re kai dyOnv, where see Thompson’s note, and comp. 

Ecclus. viii. 17 of the fool od dumjoerat Acyor orééat) ; or (2) ‘no longer able 
to bear up against the pressure of this desire.’ On the whole however the 
usage of the word in later Greek seems decidedly in favour of the sense 
‘to keep off,’ ‘to bear up under’ and so ‘to endure,’ see Philo zz Flacc.§9 

Pp. 526 (ed. Mangey) pyxére oréyew Suvdpevor ras évdeias: and this agrees 
with St Paul’s use elsewhere, 1 Cor. ix. 12 mavra oréyopev, which must, and 

1 Cor. xiii. 7 wavra oréyet which may bear this meaning, 

eb8oxijoapev] ‘we, referring to St Paul and Silvanus: see the note 
above (ii. 4) on St Paul’s use of the plural in his letters. 

xaradepOijvar] ‘Zo be left behind, more definite than AePOqva. In 
order to give its proper significance to the compound verb, we must 
suppose that Timotheus had joined St Paul at Athens, though in the Acts 

(xvii. 15) we only read of St Paul’s expecting him there, not of his actual 
arrival; and had been despatched thence to Thessalonica. If Timotheus 

had been sent to Thessalonica from Berea, without seeing the Apostle at 
all at Athens, the proper word would have been pévew or at most Aep- 

6jva. On the probable movements of the party see the next note. 

2. éménypapev] ‘we,’ ie. again Paul and Silvanus. So Bengel rightly. 
In order to reconcile the expressions here with the account in the Acts, 

the occurrences may be supposed to have happened in the following order. 

St Paul is waiting at Athens for Silvanus and Timotheus, having left 

them at Berea, and charged them by message to join him without delay 
(Acts xvii. 15, 16). They join him at Athens. Paul and Silvanus 
despatch Timotheus to Thessalonica (1 Thess. iii. 2). Silvanus is 
despatched on some other mission to Macedonia, perhaps to Berea. 

St Paul goes forward to Corinth (Acts xviii. 1). After he had been in 

Corinth some time, Silvanus and Timotheus return to him from Mace- 
donia (Acts xviii. 4, 5). Thereupon the Apostle writes from Corinth to 
the Thessalonians, in the joint names of himself, Silvanus and Timotheus, 
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Though this mission of Timotheus was the joint action of Paul and 
Silvanus, yet St Paul, as might be expected, was the prime mover and 

most urgent promoter of it. See ver. 5 «éya and the note there. 
tov dSedddv apav] The same phrase is also. used of Timotheus, as dis- 

tinguished from drdoroXos, in the salutations of 2 Corinthians, Colossians, 

and Philemon, and by the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews (xiii. 23). 

He was not therefore, it would seem, an ‘Apostle, a term which, while 

applying to others besides St Paul and the Twelve (Acts xiv. 14), would 

appear to be restricted to those who had received their commission 
directly from the Lord. See the note ‘on the name and office of an 

_ Apostle’ in Galatians, p. 92 sq. 
ovvepydv tod @eoi] ‘a fellow worker with God, as the usage of cuvepyds 

with the genitive elsewhere requires, e.g. Rom. xvi. 3, 9, 21, Phil. ii. 25, 
iv. 3, Philem. 1, 24. The same expression occurs in 1 Cor, iii. 9 @¢od yap 

éopev cuvepyot. It was so startling however that the copyists here have 

tampered with the text in order to get rid of it, some (as B) omitting rot 

@cov, others (as &) substituting didxovor for cvvepyov. 

mapakadéoat] Not to ‘comfort,’ as E.V.; but rather to ‘exhort’ or 
‘encourage,’ for the opposition to oaiver Ga: (ver. 3) requires this meaning. 

‘We sent Timotheus,’ the Apostle explains, ‘not only to confirm you in 

your present conduct (ornpifat), but also to exhort you to fresh efforts 

(wapaxadéca)’. See the note on ii, 11. 

imp rijs wlorews tpav] ‘for the establishment, furtherance of your 

faith? Here, as in many other passages, the less usual vaép has been 

altered by the scribes into wepi. Though wzép in the later stages of the 

language approaches nearer to sepi in meaning, it does not (at least in 

the Greek of the New Testament) entirely lose its proper sense of 

‘interest in.’ See the note on Gal. i. 4 mepi rar duapriar. 

3. 7d pnd calverOar] The reading of this passage presents some 

difficulty. Tod, r@ and ro are all possible constructions with the infinitive 
—the genitive expressing the motive, ‘with a view to, the dative ex- 
pressing the instrument, ‘by means of,’ the accusaizve expressing the end 

or result, ‘that so as a consequence.’ This distinction is in accordance 

with the well-known characteristics of the three cases in Greek, motion 

from, rest at, motion towards. In the present instance the reading of the 

Textus Receptus 7, rejected on the ground of Ms. authority, is moreover 

incapable of any satisfactory grammatical explanation. If it could stand 

at all, it must mean ‘in no one’s being moved,’ a sort of dative of the 

manner or means of accomplishment. On the other hand, both ré and 
rov give good sense, the difference consisting in this that the genitive 

views the result definitely as the motive of the action, which the former 

does not. Manuscript evidence however is decisive in favour of 76 yndéva 

catver6a. The expression is sometimes explained as in apposition with 

rd ornpiéat «.t.A. and so governed by eis. But it is more correctly taken as 

dependent on the clause els 76 ornpiéat,..dpav, or perhaps better the whole 
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sentence from émrépipapev...ouav describing the result or consequence. 
Translate ‘to the end that,’ and compare iv. 6 ré py vmepBaivey with the 

note. 

calver Oar] ‘be led astray, allured from the right path. Zaivew (derived 

from oda, ceiw, see Blomfield on Set. c. Theb. 378 and Donalds. Craty/. 
§ 473) is originally ‘to shake or wag,’ e.g. Hes. Zheog. 771 ovpy te kai 
ovacw of a dog: hence it is used especially of a dog wagging the tail 

(Hom. Od. xvi. 4, 6, 10, comp. the words caivoupos, cawovpis in Hesych.), 
and frequently even with an accusative of a person ‘to wag the tail at, to 

fawn upon.’ Hence caivew gets to signify ‘to fondle, caress, flatter, coax, 

wheedle, allure, fascinate, deceive’ (Esch. Choeph. 186, Pind. Olymp. iv. 7), 

and even ‘to avoid’ (Esch. Sez. c. Thed. 378, 701). This seems to be 

the meaning here ; ‘that no one, in the midst of these troubles, desert the 

rough path of the truth, drawn aside and allured by the enticing prospect 

of an easier life.’ This is the temptation alluded to in ver. 5. Observe 

also it is évy rais Odipeow ravrats, not vd rév Odifewy Trovrwv, Comp. 

Mart. Ign. 9 (p. 356, ed. Dressel) modds fv vrocaivay Kai karaav said of 

Trajan. 

On the other hand it is taken by some in the sense ‘to be disturbed, 

disquieted’ (e.g. Chrysostom and Theophylact dopyBeciaGa:), with a refer- 
ence to its root cefew; but the history of the word, showing that its 

derivation was entirely lost sight of in its later usage, is quite averse to 

this interpretation, nor can any passages be produced where it bears this 

meaning. Those commonly adduced may be otherwise interpreted, e.g. 

Diog. Laert. VIII. 41 cawédpevor rois Neyouevors eSdxpuov Kai @uwlor, cited 

by Ellicott from Elsner, where the sense of ‘under the influence of? is 

adequate. Again in Eur. hes. 55 the idea is rather of encouragement, 

or at least attraction, than of disquietude, and so Soph. An#ig. 1214. 

Lachmann reads doaiverOar in the sense of ‘to be disgusted,’ a verb 

connected with dodoua: from don fastidium (see Steph. Tes. s. v. dodopat). 

Hesychius explains doaivey as iBpitwv, Aurav, and doaiveoOat as Aumeic Oat. 

See also Cobet Pref. ad Cod. Vat. p.;xc. Severianus in Cramer’s 

Catena explains as ré pndéva EeviterOa. Theodore of Mopsuestia is here 

translated ‘cedere.’ : 
év tais Oiherw ratrais] ‘2 the midst of these afflictions which befal us 

and you alike.’ 

atrol] i.e. ‘without my repeating it.’ 

els rodTo] i.e. rd OAiBea Oat. 

kelpeOa] ‘we are appointed, ordained,’ see the note on Phil. i. 16 
keipat. 

4. ‘pds ipas] The use of pds with the accusative is not uncommon 
after verbs implying rest ; comp. 2 Thess. ii. 5, Gal. i. 18, 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 
Mark vi. 3. 

Srt pédAopev OA(BerBar] ‘we are about to,’ or perhaps better, for the 
oidare seems to require it, ‘are destined to suffer persecution.’ MéAAopev 
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is used rather than ¢ueAAopev, because the Apostle’s words are given in 

the oratio recta, for which we are prepared by dr. See eg. Acts xv. 5 

é£avéornoay tives héyorres Ste Set weperéuvew and other examples given by 

Winer (§ xli. p. 376). 

For the whole passage compare Acts xiv. 22, where it is said of Paul 

and Barnabas émornpifovres ras Wuyas rév pabnTady, mapakadodyres eupevew 

rH more: kat Ore Sia TOAAGY Odipewy Sei nas eioedOeiw cis rHv Bacireiay rod 
cod. Observe here, beyond the general resemblance to the passage in 

the Thessalonian Epistle, the occurrence of the same words (ém)ornpitey, 

mapakaneiy, tiotes, OAipes, and of dri introducing the direct narrative in 

the same way as here. The completeness of the parallel is an undesigned 

coincidence of no ordinary importance. And it does not stand alone. 
It recurs, with more or less marked emphasis, wherever St Luke reports 

St Paul’s words, showing that he repeats them with the accuracy of an 

ear-witness. In this case, as the Apostle tells us in this verse, the 

language employed had been often used to the Thessalonian converts ; 

St Paul had dwelt on this topic (dre mpos tpas Fuev mpoedcyoper). 
péAoper] i.e. all Christians, as the parallel passage just cited shows. 

Ka0ds kal éyévero kal olSare] ‘as indeed it came to pass and ye have 

learnt from bitter experience.’ It is better not to take xal...xal as cor- 
relative ‘both...and, because that would imply a greater distinction 

between éyévero and oidare than the sense of the passage warrants. 

5. 81d rodro]i.e. ‘ because these persecutions had already befallen you.’ 

xdyd] ‘J 02 my part; seeing what you were suffering. Compare the 

note on ii. 13, where kai yyets is used in the same way. Kéyo here is not 

intended to limit the plural of ver. 1 unkért oréyovres to St Paul himself, 

but simply to give greater prominence to the part which he took in 

despatching Timothy, though Silvanus acquiesced in and sympathized 

with the project. Exactly in the same spirit he adds éyo pév Ilad)os kal 
dma€ xai dis after the plural 74cAjoapey in ii. 18. 

pajras éwelpacev...kal...yévyrar] For the change of moods compare 

Gal. ii. 2 pias els xevdv rpéxo i} @papov, where rpéxo is the subjunctive, 

see the note there. The indicative éreipacey describes a past action, now 

inevitable, which St Paul could not have affected in any way; yévyra: a 

possible future consequence of that past action, hence is strictly a 

hypothetical mood. It is unnecessarily harsh to assign different meanings 

to pros in the two clauses, as though it meant ‘an forte, ‘to see 

whether’ when applied to émeipacev, and ‘ne forte’ ‘to prevent by any 

chance’ as applied to yévyra: (Fritzsche Ofusc. p. 176). Comp. Eur. 

Phen. 92 éricxes ds Sv mpodkepevvijca oriBov, My tis mokeray ev tpiBe 

havrdterat, Kapol pev 2X6y aidos, ds SovdrAe, oyos; Sot & ws dvdoon. Here 

too the first clause represents something out of the control of the speaker, 

the second a contingency still future, which could be guarded against. 

See too Arist. Eccles. 495 and Winer § lvi. p. 633 sq. 

els kevdv yévnrai] The expression eis xevdv is not unfrequent in St Paul, 
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occurring twice with his favourite metaphor of rpéyew (Gal. ii. 2, Phil. 

ii. 16), and three times elsewhere (2 Cor. vi. 1 eis xevdv d€£acOa, Phil. ii. 16 

els xevdv éxomlaca and in the present passage). It is found in the Lxx. 

(Is, xxix. 8, xlv. 18, Jer. vi. 29, xviii. 15, Mic. i. 14, Hab. ii. 3), especially 

of fruitless labour (Job xxxix. 16, Is. lxv. 23, Jer. li. 53), and occurs in 

post-classical Greek, e.g. Lucian, Zpigr. 32 els xevov éf€xeas, Heliodor. 

x. 30. For a similar weakening of eds in adverbial expressions compare 

els xowdy, els xatpév (Bernhardy Syzz. V. 2, p. 221). 

6. dpri 88 AASdvros Tipodéov] “Aprs denotes simultaneity and may apply 
either (1) to the actual moment of reference, ‘at this very time,’ i.e. ‘just 

now’ or ‘just then’ (as the case may be), e.g. Matth. ix. 18; 1 Cor. xiii. 

12; or (2) to a preceding moment, ‘a short time ago’ or ‘a short time 
before ;’ but never (3) to a future time, ‘a short time hence or after.’ See 
Lobeck Phryn. p. 18 This limitation pointed out by Phrynichus is 
strictly observed in the New Testament. Ellicott (ad doc.) appears to 

confine the first of the two meanings given above to later Greek; but the 
word is not unfrequently used of present time by classical writers, e.g. 
Pind. Pyth. iv. 158 obv 8 &Oos FBas dpre kvpaiver, AEsch. Sept. c. Theb. 
534 orelye: & tovdos dpre dia mapnidav, Soph. A. 9, occasionally with the 
addition of viv, e.g. Arist. Lys. 1008 dpre veri pavOdve. 

It is more natural here to take dpre with €A@dvros, which immediately 
follows, than with apexAjénpev, which is far distant and has moreover an 

‘adjunct’ (Ellicott) of its own in d:d todo. 

It seems to be generally assumed that dpri éA@ovros TiysoPéov must 

mean ‘ Timotheus having arrived not long ago,’ i.e. ‘not long before the 
present time, when I am writing this letter,’ thus furnishing a chrono- 

logical datum. But may not it signify ‘Timotheus having just arrived’ 

(comp. pera&v, dua etc.), i.e. ‘as soon as Timotheus arrived we were 

comforted’; for dpre need not be ‘a short time ago’ referring to the actual 
present, but may also be ‘a short time defore’ in relation to some other 

point of time (here that of wapexAyjénpev) to which everything is referred. 

Cf. Philo, Vit. Moys. i. § 9 (11. p. 88, ed. Mangey) dpri mparov ddeypévos av 

éomovdacev (cited by Lobeck, 1. c.) and see also Rost and Palm, s. v. 

And this seems to me the more natural interpretation, as the prominent 

time of reference in the passage is that of mapexAnjénuev. Perhaps a 

feeling of this awkwardness has led to the substitution of rapaxexArpeba 

in A and one or two cursives. 

edayyedtoapévov] This word is not elsewhere used by St Paul in any 

other sense than that of preaching the Gospel; and rarely by any other 

New Testament writer (Luke i. 19 is an exception). Chrysostom remarks 

on this passage ovx etmev drayyeiAavros, GAN’ evayyeducapévov" Toaovrov 

dyabby jyeiro Thy éxeivav BeBaiwow kal Thy dydmny. 

viv mlonw Kal Ty dydany] i.e. yours was not a speculative, intellectual 

faith only, but a working principle of love: comp. Gal. v. 6 mionis d¢° 

dyanns évepyoupevy. 
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dyatyv] ‘chat ye retain a kindly remembrance of us always, for this 
seems to be the force of dyaOjv: comp. 1 Pet. ii. 18, Tit. ii. 5, and Rom. 
Vv. 7, where the point of the sentence seems to depend on this sense of 
dyaGés (see the note on this last passage). 

émmofoivres] Stronger than moGotvres: for though the preposition is 
not strictly intensive, but points out the direction (e.g. Ps. xlii. 1 émiroOe? 
 EXagos emi ras myyds ray dddrov, and see Fritzsche on Rom. i. 11), still 
the very expression of this direction ‘yearning after’ has the same effect 
as an intensive preposition. The simple words 2d6os, roéeiv etc. do not 
occur in the New Testament, see the notes on Phil. i. 8, ii. 26. 

7. 8 rotro] i.e. ‘on account of this good news.’ 
dvdy«y Kal Ode] The same metaphor underlies both of these words; 

dvdyen (a word akin to &yyo, ‘angor, ‘anxious,’ ‘Angst,’ etc.) ‘the choking, 
pressing care’ and Odiyus ‘the crushing trouble.’ But dvdykn is especially 
applied to physical privations, while OAius refers to persecution, and 
generally to positive sufferings inflicted from without. The inverted 
order of the words in the Textus Receptus, though insufficiently sup- 
ported, is in accordance with 2 Cor. vi. 4, where see Stanley’s note. On 
the difference between Odiyus and another kindred word orevoxwpia, see 
Trench MW. 7. Syn. § lv. The two latter words are perhaps to be dis- 
tinguished as the temporary and the continuous. OAiWws, though ex- 

tremely common in the LXX., occurs very rarely in classical writers even 

of a late date, and in these few passages has its literal meaning. The 

same want in the religious vocabulary, which gave currency to Orin, 

also created ‘tribulatio’ as its Latin equivalent. On the accent of OrAfis 
see Lipsius Gramm. Unters. p. 35. 

8. viv tapev] ‘For now that we have received good tidings of your 

faith and love, we live, if only you stand firm, do not fall off from your 

present conversation, as thus reported to us.’ Or the meaning of viv may 

be ‘now, this being so’; for in a case like this it is almost impossible to 

distinguish the temporal sense of viv (‘now’) from the ethical (‘under 

these circumstances’). The one meaning shades off imperceptibly into 

the other. 

tapev] ‘we Live once more’ i.e. in spite of this distress and affliction. 

In his outward trial ‘he died daily’ (1 Cor. xv. 31), but the faith of his 

converts inspired him with new life. Compare Horace E#zs?. 1. 10. 8 
‘vivo ac regno.’ 

orijkere] ‘stand fast’: comp. Phil. i. 27, iv. 1, Gal. v. 1. Sryxec, a later 

form derived from the perfect éoryjxa, and not found earlier than the New 

Testament, is a shade stronger than éordya, involving an idea of fixity— 

‘stehen bleiben,’ not ‘stehen’ simply. This idea however is not always 

very prominent ; see Mark xi. 25 drav ornere mpocevydpuevot, the only 

passage out of St Paul in the New Testament where the word occurs, 

unless, as is probable, Zornxev is to be read for éornxey in John viii. 44 ev 
Th GAnbela ode eorneev. The reading oryjxere (for oryxnre) is generally 
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regarded as a solecism, but it certainly has overwhelming manuscript 

authority here and in other passages (Acts viii. 31, Luke xix. 40, 1 John 

v. 15), and édy seems certainly to be found with an indicative in later 

writers, and very probably the usage may have come in before this time : 

see Winer § xli. p. 369, and on the similar use of drav with the indicative 

§ xlii. p. 388. 
St Paul speaks with some hesitation here ‘if so be ye stand fast.’ 

Their faith was not complete (ver. 10). There was enough in the fact 

that they had been so recently converted, enough in the turn which 

their thoughts had recently taken, absorbed so entirely in the contem- 

plation of the future state, to make the Apostle alarmed lest their faith 
should prove only impulsive and transitory. Such appears to be the 

connexion of the thought with what follows. 

9. tlva yap] ‘I call it 4/e, for it is our highest blessing. There is 
nothing for which we have greater reason to thank God, nothing for 

which our gratitude must give a more inadequate return.’ 

dvramo8otvai] ‘to give back as an equivalent’—not ‘to repay’ simply 
(dmodotvat) but ‘to recompense.’ Comp. Rom. xii. 17 pydevi Kkaxédy dyri 

kakov dmodidvres with xii. 19 euoi exdixnots eyo dvtamoddcw, where the 

words in the E. V. would be better if interchanged. The dpi is im- 

portant, for it implies the adequacy of the return. ‘What sufficient 

thanks can we repay?’ dvramddoars is ‘retaliation, exact restitution, the 

giving back as much as you have received.’ Compare especially Arist. 
Eth. Nic. ix. 2 (IX. p. 177, ed. Bekker), where we have dodvat, dmoSovvat, 
dvranodotvac and Herod. i. 18 ovroe dé rd Guotov dvramodiovres éripepeoy. 

Philo marks the difference between Sodva: and drododva, Vit. Moys. iii. 

§ 31, IL p. 172 (ed. Mangey). See also Luke xiv. 12, 14. 

7 xalpoyev] As yaipew yapay (Matt. ii. 10) is a construction equally 

admissible with yalpew yapa (John iii. 29), we might take 7 as by at- 

traction for jv. But the other construction (with the dative) is perhaps 

better both as being simpler and more forcible, for in 7 xaipouey the verb 

dwells anew upon the rejoicing, whereas jy yaipouey is little more ex- 

pressive than jy gxoper. 

8 ipas] ‘for your sakes, expressing a less selfish interest in the object 
of their rejoicing than the more common phrase yaipew emi ru. Comp. 

John iii. 29 yapa yalper dia tiv hava rod vupdiov. 

eumpoobev tov Geos] ‘Our rejoicing is of that;pure and unselfish kind, 
that we dare lay it bare before the searching eye of God.’ 

10. taepexrepisood] The expression ex mepuscod or éx mepirrov is 

classical and occurs several times in Plato, ‘abundantly, superflucusly, 

eg. Protag. 25B 6 yap Spotos jyiv Suoa Kal moujoer dare éx meperrod 

npjoerat, The compound vmepexmepeoood occurs once in the Lxx., Dan. 

iil. 23 (Theodot.) 4 xdywos é£exav6n imepexmeptocov. The fondness of 

St Paul for cumulative compounds in dep has often been noticed, and is 

especially remarkable in the second chronological group of his Epistles, 
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written in what may be regarded as the most intense period of his life. 
Ellicott on Eph. iii. 20 draws attention to the fact that of the twenty- 
eight words compounded with imép found in the New Testament, twenty- 
two occur in St Paul’s Epistles, and twenty of them there alone. Instances 
are vmepavédvew (2 Thess. i. 3), dephiav (2 Cor. xi. 5), drepvixav (Rom. viii. 
37), Umeprepiocevery (Rom. v. 20), depupody (Phil. ii. 9). See further on 
Rom. v. 20. 

Sebyevron] is not to be attached to riva evyaptoriay duvdueba (ver. 9), but 
to xalpouev, with which it is more easily connected in the train of thought 
which may be supposed to have passed through the Apostle’s mind. The 
mention of his joy in his converts reminds him of the prayerful desire he 

has to see them face to face and to assist them. Thus the attachment of 
dedpevor to xaipopey is not of an argumentative kind, but is simply due to 
the association of ideas. 

els 1d i8etv] ‘Zo the end that’: comp. 2 Thess. ii. 2 els rd pi) rayéws 
oadevOjvat vpas. 

karapt(cat] The prominent idea in this word is ‘fitting together’; 

and its force is seen more especially in two technical uses. (1) It 

signifies ‘to reconcile factions, so that a political umpire who adjusts 

differences between contending parties is called xarapriorip; e.g. Herod. 

v. 28 9 MiAnros...voojoaca és Ta pddiora ordoe péxpe ov pw Tdptoe xarjpri- 
cay’ rovrous yap karaptictipas éx mavrav “EAAnvav eldovro of Midjoror 
(comp. iv. 161). (2) It is a surgical term for ‘setting bones’: e.g. Galen 

Op. xix. p. 461 (ed. Kiithn) xarapriopos éore perayay? dotod h dordy ék rod 

mapa vow romov eis tov kata vow. In the New Testament it is used, 

(1) literally, eg. Mark i. 19 xarapritovras ra Sixrva: but (2) generally 

metaphorically, especially by St Paul and the author of the Epistle to the 

Hebrews, sometimes with the meaning of ‘correct, restore,’ the idea of 
punishment being quite subordinate to that of amendment (see the note 
on Gal. vi. 1 karapri{ere roy rovodroy év mvedpare mpairnros), Sometimes with 

the sense of ‘prepare, equip’ (Rom. ix. 22, 1 Cor. i. 10, Heb. x, 5, xi. 3, 
xiii. 21), sometimes, as here, in the sense of dvamAnpody, a word which 

either simply or compounded occurs in five other passages closely 

connected with vorépyya (1 Cor. xvi. 17, 2 Cor. ix. 12, xi. 9, Phil. ii. 30, 

Col. i. 24). This sense of completion is borne out by a not uncommon 

application of xarapri¢e to military and naval preparation, eg. in 

Polybius, where it is used of manning a fleet (Polyb. i. 21. 4, 29. 1, 
iii. 95. 2), of supplying an army with provisions (i. 36. 5) etc. 

7a torepryparal ‘the short-comings, from torepeiaba ‘to be left behind.’ 
These vorepypara were both practical and spiritual. For the wish ex- 

pressed comp. Rom. i. 11. “Yorépypa is opposed to wepioaevpa, 2 Cor. 

viii. 14. 
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v. The Apostle's prayer for the Thessalonians (iii. 11—13). 

11—13. The first great division of the Epistle closes with a supplica- 

tion suggested by the main topics which have been touched upon. The 

second division likewise concludes in the same way (v. 23, 24), the 

prayer in each instance commencing with the same words Avrés dé 6 
@eds. In both cases there is a reference to the Lord’s Advent, and a 

wish that the Thessalonians may appear b/amedess on that great day. 

II. avrds S$ 6 Ocds] Comp. v. 23, 2 Thess. iii. 16, 2 Cor. x. 1, which 

passages show that in avrés 8& we are not to look for a strong or direct 
contrast to anything in the context, as for instance to dedevor ; but that it 

is simply an outburst of the earnest conviction which was uppermost in 

the Apostle’s mind of the utter worthlessness of all human efforts without 

the divine aid. ‘But after all said and done, it is for God Himself to 

direct our path’ etc. “Opds thy paviay rijs dyamns ryy akdbexroy tiv dia 

Tov pnuarev Sexvupéervnv; WAcovdoa, pot, cai wepiroevoat, avri rod avénoat. 

‘Qs ay elton tis ek meptovoias mas éemiOvpet idcioba map’ avrav is the 

comment of Chrysostom. In 2 Thess. ii. 16 on the other hand the 

context supplies a direct antithesis (if such were needed) in ryéy (ver. 15). 

See the note on the passage. 

mwarijp pov] suggesting the divine attribute of mercy (see the note on 
i. 3). 

kal 6 Kipwos ijpav "Inwots}] It is worthy of notice that this ascription 

to our Lord of a divine power in ordering the doings of men occurs in 

the earliest of St Paul’s Epistles, and indeed probably the earliest of the 

New Testament writings : thus showing that there was no time, however 

early, so far as we are aware, when He was not so regarded, and 

confirming the language of the Acts of the Apostles, which represents 

the first converts appealing to Him, as to One possessed of divine power. 

The passage in 2 Thess. ii. 16 of the same kind, is even more remarkable 

in that 6 Kupwos judy is placed before 6 cds kai rarjp. The employment 
of the singular (karev@dvar) here enforces this fact in a striking way; 
comp. wapaxahéca 2 Thess. ii. 16, 17 and see the note on the passage. 

karevdivar tiv 68dv tipav] ‘direct our path to you, make a straight path 
from us to you, by the levelling or removal of those obstacles with which 
Satan has obstructed it.’ The metaphor here is the same with that of 
evéxowev ii. 18 (see note there). 

12, mheovderat kal meproceboat] ‘zzcrease you and make you to abound,’ 
where wepicoedoa is stronger than meovdoa, and the two together are 
equivalent to ‘increase you to overflowing.’ Tl\eovatew has no reference 

to increase in outward numbers, but both it and mweptocevew refer to 

spiritual enlargement, and 79 dydmy is attached to both. 
Tkcovacat and repicoetoa are naturally taken as optatives, like 

xarevOuvat. In this case they are both transitives, contrary to ordinary 
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usage. \ecovd{ew however is so found in LXx, as e.g. Numb. xxvi. 54 
Ps. xlix. 19, Ixx, 21, 1 Macc. iv. 35 etc., though never in St Paul, 
Tleptooevew also occurs as a transitive verb in 2 Cor. ix. 8 Suvaret é 
Ocbs macav xdpw mepiocedoa, and perhaps in 2 Cor. iv. 15 rHv evxapioriay 
weptocedon, but always with an accus. of the thing made to abound. 
Otherwise we might accentuate mepiccedoat, and take both words to be 
infinitives, understanding dpas de dgn mAcovdoa Kat mepiooedoar—such an 
ellipse being common in prayers or wishes in classical writers, see Jelf 
§ 671 b, p. 338. But this or any similar use of the infinitive (e.g. xatpew 
and Phil. iii. 16 7G adré croryeiv) is too rare in the New Testament to 
encourage the adoption of it here. See Winer, § xliii. p. 397. 

els dAAyjAous Kal els mdvras] Had it been els ddArAous only, it would have 
been GiradeAgia. But they were to extend their love to all, in St Peter’s 
words (2 Pet. i. 7) to add to ‘their brotherly kindness charity.’ Compare 
the directions on ¢iAadeAdia given below (iv. 9). 

tpets els ipas] We may supply the ellipsis by some general word as 
dveréOnpev (Theodoret) ; or more precisely from the context by mAcovd¢oper 
kai mrepicoevopuer, for in support of the change from the transitive to the 

intransitive meaning in the same passage there is authority in 2 Cor. 

ix. 8 mepiooeioar yapw followed by iva mepircednre. But why should we 

attempt in such cases to discuss the exact expression to be supplied, 

when it is at least not improbable that the thought did not shape itself in 
words in the Apostle’s mind ? 

13. es rd oryplfa] ‘to the end that He may stablish, i.e. 6 Kipis 
above, comp. 2 Thess. ii. 17; not ‘that we may stablish. For the 

addition of the words éumpocGev rot Gcod x.r.A. need not lead us to look 
for a different subject to ornpifa: in a writer like St Paul, and the whole 

point of the passage requires that Christ should be regarded as the sole 

author of the spiritual advancement of the Thessalonians. 
Tas KapSlas] ‘your hearts. Something more than an outward sanctity 

is required. 

dpénmrous k.7.d.] ‘so that they may be blameless in holiness in the sight 

of God at the coming of Christ. For this proleptic use comp. I Cor. i. 8 
dveykAyjrovs, Phil. iii. 21 cvppopdov, and below v. 23 cdoreXels. 

dywotvg] The correct form, not aywoovvy. In such compounds the 

o is lengthened or not, according as the preceding syllable is short or 

long, thus doxnpooivn, cwppoodvn, but dyadwovvn, peyad@ovrn, lepworvn. 

‘Aytorns is the abstract quality (Hebr. xii. 10); dywoouvvn the state or 
condition, i.e. the exemplification of dyiérns working; dy:aopos is the 

process of bringing out a state of dysdrys, and sometimes the result, but 

always with a view to a certain process having been gone through. The 

distinction between the three words roughly corresponds to that between 

‘sanctitas,’ ‘sanctitudo’ and ‘sanctificatio.” Compare the difference 

between dyabwovvy and dyaOorns. It is worth notice that in the New 
Testament forms in -cvvy are much more frequent than those in -drys. 

L. EP. 4 
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There is a reference in éy dy:ootvy to mavrwy tay ayiwy, as if he had 

said, ‘in sanctity that ye may be prepared to join the assembly of the 

saints, who will attend the Lord at His coming.’ 

YpmpooOev Tov Ocod «.7.A.] to be attached to dudumrous ev ayuootvy ‘that 
your holiness may not only pass the scrutiny of men, but may be 

pronounced blameless by God, Who is all-seeing.’ 

wdvrov tov dylov] ‘all His saints!’ Not only the spirits of just men 
made perfect, but the angels of heaven also. For though the angels are 

never called simply of dyoc in the New Testament, yet the term is found 

in Ps. Ixxxix. 5, Zech. xiv. 5, Dan. iv. Io (13), and the imagery of Daniel 

has so strongly coloured the apocalyptic passages of the Thessalonian 

Epistles, that this passing use of the expression is not surprising. 

The presence of the angels with the returning Christ is expressly 

stated in several passages (Matt. xiii. 41 sq., xxv. 31, Mark viii. 38, 

Luke ix. 26, 2 Thess. i. 7), and in two of these (Mark 1. c., Luke 1. c.) 

the epithet dycoc is applied to them in this connexion. 

avrot] i.e. tod Kupiov "Incod, as the close proximity of the word 

demands. Compare 2 Thess. i. 7 per’ dyyéAwv Suvdpews avrod. 



CHAPTER IV. 

3 HORTATORY PORTION, iv. 1—v. 24. 

i. Warning against impurity (iv. 1—8). 

1. Aourév otv «.7.A.] ‘Now then that I have finished speaking of our 

mutual relations, it remains for me to urge upon you some precepts.’ 

Aouréy ‘for the rest’ here marks the transition from the first or narrative 

portion of the Epistle to the second and concluding part, which is occupied 

with exhortations. On this peculiar province of Xourév and 76 Aouroy thus 
to usher in the conclusion see the note on Phil. iii. 1. In the passage 

before us this conclusion is extended over two chapters ; in the Philippian 

Epistle the Apostle is led on by his affectionate earnestness so far that he 

has, so to speak, to commence his conclusion afresh (Phil. iii. 1 compared 

with Phil. iv. 8), Itis strange that the Greek commentators here give a 

temporal sense to Aouwréy ‘continually,’ ‘from this time forward.’ The 

E. V., which elsewhere rightly renders the word ‘finally,’ translates it 
here ‘furthermore,’ which is misleading. Té Aouréy is slightly stronger 
than Ao:zov, as will be seen by a comparison of such passages as 2 Thess. 

iii. 1 and Phil. Il. cc. with 1 Cor. i. 16, 2 Cor. xiii. 11, 2 Tim. iv. 8. On 

the difference between rd Aouroy and rot Aowrod see the note on the latter 
word on Gal. vi. 17. i 

ovv] if indeed the word is not to be omitted with B and some early 

versions, may perhaps be explained by what immediately precedes, 

‘seeing that we shall have to face the scrutiny of an all-seeing God, I 
entreat you etc.’ But inasmuch as the change of subject is very complete 

here, it is better not to attach ody to any single clause or sentence, but to 

the main subject of the preceding portion of the Epistle: ‘seeing that 

such has been our mutual intercourse, that we have toiled so much, and 

ye have suffered for the Gospel’s sake, that God has done so much 

for you.’ 
epwrapev] ‘we ask, request you, a signification which ¢épwray never bears 

in classical Greek, being always used of asking a question, ‘interrogare’ 

not ‘rogare.’ ’Epwrav however in the New Testament is not exactly 

4—2 
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equivalent to aireiv, but denotes greater equality, more familiarity, dif- 

fering from aireiy as ‘rogare’ from ‘petere.’ See Trench NW. 7. Syn. 

§ xl. p. 143. 
épwrapev Kal mapaxadotpev] ‘We entreat you as friends, nay, we 

exhort you with authority in the Lord’; ev Kupi@ Incot perhaps belonging 

only to rapaxadodpev, as Liinemann suggests. 

mapeddBere] The word is used here of practical precepts, not of 

doctrinal tenets. See the note on 2 Thess. ii. 15 mapddoats. 

+d was] ‘the lesson how. The article 7d gives precision and unity to 

the words which it introduces. Compare Acts iv. 21 pndév evpioxovres rd 

més xoddcovrat adrovs, Mark ix. 23 edrev avr@ 76 ef Suvy, and Winer § xviii. 

p- 135. 
mepurarety xal dpéokev @cO] equivalent to wepurarotvras dpéoxew Ocd, 

‘how ye ought to walk so as to please God! 

KaQds kal mepuraretre] The continuity of the sentence is broken after 

dpéoxewy cg, and the apodosis is confused. The irregularity is twofold. 

(1) Feeling that the bare command might seem to imply a condemnation 

of the present conduct of the Thessalonians, he alters the sentence from 

ovrw kal mepemarjre into Kabds Kai meperareire with his usual eagerness to 

praise and encourage where praise and encouragement are due. (2) This 

change of form involves the substitution of mepiocednre for mepimarnre in 

the apodosis, and the repetition of iva in order to resume the main thread 

of the sentence, which has been suspended by the lengthening out of the 

parenthesis. For the repetition of iva compare the repetition of én, 

1 John iii. 20 ev rour@...meicoper thy kapdiay yay ore édy KaraywodoKky nov 

7 Kapdia ort peitwy doriv 6 Geds tis Kapdias npav, Eph. ii. 11 pynpovevere ort 

more vpeis...67L ATE TO Kaipe éxeivp xwpis Xpiorov. The transcribers, not: 

appreciating the spirit of the passage, have altered the text in various 
ways to reduce it to grammatical correctness; thus the Textus Receptus 
strikes out the first t#va and the sentence kads xai mepemareire. For a 
similar irregularity see Col. i. 6 with the notes. 

meprooetinre paAAov] SC. cv TS ovTw mepurareiv—‘ advance more and 

more in this path of godliness in which you are walking.’ 

2. olSare yap] ‘The lesson which ye received of us, I say, for ye 

know what precepts we gave you : commands not of our own devising, but 

prompted by the Lord Jesus Himself (8:4 rod Kupiov "Inaov).’ 

3. totro yop] ‘Kor this—this precept which I am going to mention. 

Totro is the subject and @éAnya rov Geod the predicate, 6 dyacpos tay 

being in apposition with rotro. The following words, dméyeo@at k.7.A., are 

added in explanation of 6 dysacpos dpav. 

OAnpa tot (Ocot] ‘a ching willed of God’: comp. Col. iv. 12 év wavri 

Oehnjpare Tov Geod (with the note). ‘Non subjective facultatem aut 

actionem, qua deus vult [6éAnois], sed objective id quod deus vult, 

designat,’ Fritzsche on Rom. ii. 18, xii. 2. Both 6édyots and Oédnua are 
words of the Alexandrian period, and are not found in classical authors. 
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They are related to each other as the action to the result, and are always 

used in the New Testament with proper regard to their terminations. See 
Lobeck Phryx. pp. 7, 353; Pollux 5. 165. 

The omission of the article before Ona is to be explained on the 

ground that the sanctification of the Thessalonians is not coextensive 

with the whole will of God; compare Bengel, ‘multae sunt voluntates.’ 
The grammarians (see Ellicott ad Joc.) notice the fact that the article is 

omitted frequently ‘after verbs substantive or nuncupative,’ but do not 

offer any explanation of this. On the difference between 6éAew and 
BovAeoOac see the note on Philem. 13. 

dyvacpes] is used almost as the direct opposite to dxa6apata (see ver. 7), 

inasmuch as ‘ purity’ is so large an ingredient in holiness of character. 
dmréxerQat x.t.A.] This adyvacpos is explained negatively in the clause 

améxer Oa x.r.d., and positively in the phrase eidévat exacrov k.7.X. 

wopvelas] Compare the language of the Apostolic ordinance Acts xv. 

20 tod améxerOat Tov ddioynparay Tay ciddAwy kal THs wopveias k.t.A. The 
Apostolic decree was only issued a year or two before the present Epistle 

was written, and St Paul had subsequently been distributing copies of it 

among the Churches of Asia Minor (Acts xvi. 4). To this fact may 

perhaps be referred the similarity of expression here; it is sufficiently 
natural though to have occurred accidentally. 

In both passages the sin is somewhat unexpected. It is clear that 

those addressed were only too ready to overlook its heinousness. If in 

the Acts we are startled to find it prohibited among things indifferent in 

themselves and forbidden only because the indulgence in them would 

breed dissension, it is scarcely less surprising here to find that the 

Apostle needed to warn his recent converts, whose very adhesion to the 

Gospel involved a greater amount of self-denial than we can well realize, 

against a sin, which the common voice of society among ourselves 

strongly reprobates. 

The contrast to the Christian idea presented by the Roman Empire at 

the time when St Paul wrote can be seen from the passages from classical 
writers quoted by Wordsworth ad /oc., and by Jowett’s Essay ‘On the 

State of the Heathen World, S¢ Paul's Epistles, u. p. 74 sq. On the 

consecration of this particular sin in religious worship something has 

been said already in the note to ii. 3. 
See too Seneca de Jra ii. 8, a passage cited by Koch (p. 306) below on 

ver. 5. 
4. ei8évar] ‘40 know, i.e. to learn to know ; for purity is not a momentary 

impulse, but a lesson, a habit (uaéjoews mpayya, see Chrysostom). 3y- 

pel@oat kal rb eldévar’ Seikvvar yap ru doknoeas Kai pabyoeds eott To cwppovelv, 
Theophylact. 

For this sense of eiSévac comp. Soph. Ajax 666 (quoted by Koch) 

ratyap To Aourov eiodpecOa pev Oeois Eixeuv. 

7d éavtod okedos kracGu] Two interpretations are given of oxetos 
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kraioOa, between which it is difficult to make a choice, not because both 

are equally appropriate, but because neither is free from serious 

objections. 
(1) Skedos means ‘the body.’ This interpretation is as early as 

Tertullian (de Resurr. Carnis 16 ‘Caro...vas vocatur apud Apostolum, 

quam jubet in honore tractari?; comp. adv. Marc. v. 15), and is 

adopted by Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damascene, Cécumenius, 

Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, Rabanus Maurus, Primasius and others. This 

sense of oxevos is unobjectionable; for though there is no exact parallel 

to it in the New Testament, the expression in 2 Cor. iv. 7 €xouey rov 

Onoavpsv robrov ev datpakivors oxeverw (comp. I Cor. vi. 18) is sufficiently 

near, and the term ‘vessel of the soul, vessel of the spirit,’ which is 

commonly applied to the body by moralists (e.g. Lucret. iii. 441 ‘ corpus 

quod vas quasi constitit ejus’ sc. animae, Philo god det. pot. ins. § 461. p. 

223 rd Ths Wuxis dyyciov to capa, de Migrat. Abrah. § 36 1. p. 467, who 

interprets rois cxeveot of 1 Sam. xxi. § as bodies, rois dyyelous rhs Wuxis, 

Hermas J. v. 1, Barnabas Zp. §§ 7, 11 76 oxedos rod mvevparos, § 21 
os ére rd Kaddv oxetos ore pe vpar), is a fair illustration; nor is a 

qualifying adjective or genitive needed, as the sense suggests itself at 

once. But the real difficulty lies in erao ai, which cannot possibly have 

the meaning ‘to possess or keep’ (xéxryo a) as the sense would require, 

if oxevos were so interpreted. Seeing this difficulty, Chrysostom and 

others have explained xrac@at as equivalent to ‘gain the mastery over,’ 

‘to make it our slave.’ ‘“Hyeis avré xropeba, drav pévn kabapdy kat eorw ev 

dytac pe, dray dé dxdOaprov, duapria’ eixdras, ov yap & BovAdpeba mparret Nouray 

GAN’ & ékeivy émirdrre. Comp. Luke xxi. 19 év 79 dropovg vay Kkrycecbe 

(‘ye shall win’) ras Wuyas duov. This interpretation introduces a new 

difficulty, as éy dy:acp@ x.r.A. is not adapted to such a meaning of 

crac Oa. 
(2) Skedos means ‘wife.’ This is the interpretation of Theodore of 

Mopsuestia, and of Augustine (contra Julian. iv. 56 and other references 

given by Wordsworth), and is mentioned by Theodoret as held by some. 

In favour of this interpretation it is urged (1) that xrdoOa: is used of 

marrying a wife,' e.g. in the LXx. Ruth iv. 10, Ecclus. xxxvi. 24 6 

kKT@pevos yuvaixa evapyerar kryoews (see Steph. Thes. s. v. eraoGat), and (2) 
that oxetos is found in this sense in Rabbinical writers—as Megilla Esther 

fol. 12 (11. p. 827 ed. Schéttgen) ‘vas meum quo ego utor, neque Medicum, 

neque Persicum est, sed Chaldaicum,’ and Sohar Levit. fol. 38, col. 152. 

See Clem. Recogn. p. 39, 1. 14 (Syr.) {do049 Lis, and Shakespeare 

Othello rv. Sc. 2, 1. 83 ‘If to preserve this vessel for my lord’ etc. The 

passage in 1 Pet. iii. 7 ds doOeverrépe oxever TS yuvatkele arovepovres Tiny 

ought not to be adduced in favour of this interpretation, for the woman is 
there called cxevos not in reference to her husband, but to the Holy Spirit 
whose instrument she is. This interpretation certainly clears the general 

sense of the passage, which will then be ‘that ye abstain from illicit 
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passions, and that each man among you (who cannot contain) marry a wife 

of his own.’ Compare esp. 1 Cor. vii. 2 da 8¢ ras mopvelas Exagros Tiv 
€avrov yuvaika éyérw, where marriage is set forth as the appointed remedy 

for incontinence in language closely resembling this. Nor is it any valid 

argument against this interpretation that the Apostle’s precept would 
thus apply to men only: for the corresponding obligation on the part of 

the woman is inferentially implied in it. 

The real objection to this view of the passage is that by using such an 

expression aS oxevos xraoOa: in this sense the Apostle would seem to be 
lowering himself to the low sensual view of the marriage relation, and 

adopting the depreciatory estimate of the woman’s position which 

prevailed among both Jews and heathen at the time, whereas it is his 

constant effort to exalt both the one and the other. 
Possibly however the term oxevos did not suggest any idea of deprecia- 

tion or contempt as used in late. writers; and at least any impression of 

the kind that might be conveyed by it is corrected by the following 

words, év dytacp@ kal tTipf K.7.A. 

De Wette does not overcome the difficulty, when he says that the wife 
is called r5 oxetos not as a wife absolutely, ‘sondern vom Werkzeuge zur 

Befriedigung des Geschlechtstriebes.’ For the question then arises, why 

present her in this depreciatory light: - 

tif] On the other hand dripateoOa is used of unbridled desire; 

Rom. i. 24 rod dripateo Oat ra odpara adrady év avrots. The honour due to 
the body as such is one of the great contrasts which Christianity offers to 

the loftiest systems of heathen philosophy (e.g. Platonism and Stoicism) 

and is not unconnected with the doctrine of the resurrection of the body. 

5. év wdQer érvOvptas] Lust has at first the guise of a temptation from 

without, but at length the indulgence of it assumes the character of an 

inward habit, ‘a passion,’ or affection of the man’s nature. In this case 

it is wa0os émiOvpias. Then sin is said ‘to reign in our bodies that we 

obey its lusts’ (Rom. vi. 12). Thus though mados and mdOnpa are 
generally distinguished from émi@uyiéa, as the passive from the active 

principle (e.g. Gal. v. 24, Col. iii. 5, where see the notes), here the two are 

combined as is the case frequently, e.g. Athenagoras Legat. 21 maOn épyjs 
kal émOupias of the passions of the heathen gods. 

kal ra, €0vn] The appearance of kai is very frequent after comparative 
clauses where a comparison is affirmed or commanded : e.g. Eph. v. 23 

bre dvjp éorw Kear} Tis yuvatkds ds Kal 6 Xpirros Kear} ris éxxAyoias, 

where Ellicott rightly remarks that the fact of being head is common to 

both dyjp and Xpicrds, though the bodies to which they are so are 
different. The insertion however is much more rare where, as here, a 

comparison is prohibited or denied. Compare however iv. 13 ba pi 

AumioGe KaOds kal of Aourol of 7H Exovres EArrida. 

rd, pry elSéra, tov Ocdv] ‘¢hat know not God. For the expression 
eidévae Gedy see 2 Thess. i. 8, Gal. iv. 8. In what qualified sense the 
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heathen are said here to know not God appears from Rom. i, 19, 28. 
He was present to them in the works of His creation: and they could 

not but recognize Him there; yet they did not glorify Him as such, they 

turned to idols, did not retain Him in knowledge, and so He gave them 

over to lust and dishonour., The same idea, which is there developed at 

length, is briefly hinted at here: viz. that the profligacy of the heathen 
world was due to their ignorance of the true God, and to their idolatrous 
and false worship. St Paul knows nothing of the common (but shallow) 

distinction of religion and morality. He regards the two as inseparable. 

See Jowett’s Essay ‘On the Connexion of Immorality and Idolatry,’ in 

St Pauls Epistles, u. p.70s8q. ‘Ignorantia impudicitiae origo,’ says Bengel. 

6. 7d pi) trepBalvew x.7.A.] ‘so as not to go beyond etc. For this 
use of ré in the sense of dare see the note on iii. 3 above, and comp. Phil. 

iv. 10 and Winer § xliv. p. 406. This is better than taking ré py vrepBaivew 

«7X. in apposition with 6 dy:acpos dpayv; for (1) the insertion of the 
article before dmepBaivew when it is omitted before dméxeoOar and eidévar 

is not easily explicable, if the clauses are parallel; and (2) the special 
aspect of the sin presented in rd py dmepBaivew as an act of fraud is much 

more appropriate as an appendage to ro davrov cketos xracOa, than as 

an independent clause brought prominently forward and emphasized by 

the unexpected insertion of the article. 

trepBatvev] The subject of tmepBaivew is exacrov vpay, or rather 
perhaps a subject understood from éxacrov vuay such as twa. “YrepBaivew 

may either be taken (1) absolutely, in the sense, ‘exceeds the proper 

limit’ or ‘to transgress’ ; compare e.g. Hom. J/. ix. 501 dre kev ris UmepBny 

xal dudptn, Soph. Antig. 663 doris & vrepBas 7 vopous Bid¢erat, or (2) it 

may possibly govern roy ddeAgoy. But imepBaivew with an accusative of 

a person has the sense rather of ‘to get the better of, to override.’ 

Compare Demosth. adv. Aristocr. p. 439 éri roivyy mepmrov Sikaornpioy 

Gddo Ocdcacbe olov dmepBEBnxe, Plutarch de Amore, Prol. p. 439. Thus the 
sense of the passage is in favour of the absolute use, though our first 

impulse is to consult the continuity of the sentence and adopt the second 
alternative. The paraphrase of Jerome well gives the meaning of 

dmepBaivey (on Ephes. v. 3) ‘ transgredi [?] concessos fines nuptiarum.’ 

mheoverretv] ‘to overreach, ‘defraud?’ He who is guilty of fornication 

sins only against the law of purity: but the adulterer in addition to 

this is guilty of a breach of the law of honesty also, for he defrauds 

his neighbour of that which is rightfully his. This connexion between 

mdeovefia and dxa@apcia is an accidental one arising from the context, 

and there is no ground for the assertion that mAcovefia is used in 

the sense of impurity. The case is the same in Ephes. iv. 19 éavrovs 
mapédaxay eis épyaciay dxabapoias mdons év mreove&ig. On this whole 
question see the note on Col. iii. 5 rv mAcovefiav Fris dori eldaAoXarpeta, 
and the Yournal of Classical and Sacred Philology, 1.97. On con- 

nexions of m)eovefia illustrating the passages in the New Testament see 
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Theoph. ad Avfol. i. 14, where it is named between sins of impurity and 

idolatry, potxyefais kat mopveiats Kal dpoevoxorrias kat mreovetias Kat rais 

GOepirors eidwdodarpetas, and Test. xit. Pair. Nepth. 3 pi) omovddCere év 

treovefia StabGeipa tas mpakers dav. The position of wdcovefia in its 

ordinary sense in the catalogue of sins, Eph. v. 3—5, Col. iii. 5, is as 

natural as in other instances (e.g. 1 Cor. v. 10, 11, vi. 10), In Eph. iv. 

19 eis épyaciay dxadapcias mdans év wAcovegia and in the passage before us 
the notion of sensuality is, as I have said, contained in the context, not 

in the word itself. Thus it is surely arbitrary to assign here this special 

sense to mAcovexreiy and not to vmepGaiver. On the assumption that 

conversely dxa@apaia is used for Aeovefia see the notes above on ii. 3, 5. 

It is strange that several able commentators have supposed that the sin 

of ‘avarice’ is here reproved. 

évy 7 mpdypati] ‘22 the matter, the meaning of which is sufficiently 

defined by the context. This expression is suggested by a delicacy of 

feeling leading to the suppression of a plainer term: see 2 Cor. vii. 11 év 
T@ mpaypart. A somewhat similar use is cited from Isaeus de Czron. 
hered. § 44 (p. 116 ed. Sch6mann) és potxds An@Oets...ovd’ ds daaddarrerat 

Tov mpdyparos. 

The translators of the E. V. at first sight seem to have read r@ (=r) 

for r@, but there appears to be no support for this except perhaps the 

Armenian version; and it is perhaps better to suppose that both here 

and in 1 Cor. xv. 8 domepei 76 (others domepei ro) exrpdpare the rendering 

arises from an imperfect acquaintance with the Greek article (see On a 
Fresh Revision of the English New Testament, p. 107 sq.). There seems 

to be no instance of rov, r@ for twos, rw in the New Testament. See 

Winer, § vi. p. 60 sq. 
tov dSeApov adrov] Not ‘his Christian brother, but ‘his neighbour.’ For 

the brotherhood intended must be defined by the context, and this is a 

duty which extends to the universal brotherhood of mankind, and has 

no reference to the special privileges of the close brotherhood of the 
Gospel. 

%x8ix0os] Compare Rom. xiii. 4 exdckos els dpyjv 1@ Td kaKov mpdocortt. 

In the older Greek writers édicos is used in the sense of ‘unjust,’ e.g. 

Soph. Za. Col. 917 od yap diroicw dvdpas éxdixovs rpépew. The meaning 

‘an avenger’ occurs first in Diocles efigr. i. 3 f&et tis rovrov xpdvos 

éxduxos (Antholog. 11. p. 167 ed. Jacobs), followed by Herodian, vii. 4 
Twes } orpariwray 7 Snuoray avrois émiovey exdixor Tov -yernoouévov epyou, 

Aristzenet. i. 27 etc. In this sense it is found as a Latin word, e.g. Pliny, 

Ep. x. 111 ‘Ecdicus Amisenorum civitatis.’ It is found instead of the 

more usual ékxdueyrjs in the Apocryphal books of the Old Testament, 

Wisd. xii. 12 and Ecclus. xxx. 6. It seems to mean ‘one who elicits 

justice or satisfaction,’ and is appropriate here in connexion with the 
words vmepBaivery kal mAeovenretv. 



58 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS, [IV. 6. 

wept wdvrav tobrwy] i.e. all these sins, which fall under the general 

head of dxa@apoia. 

For the construction gd:cos wept compare 1 Macc. xiii. 6 éxdiajow mept 

Tod €Ovous pov. 
Stepaprupdpeda] ‘earnestly protested? On the meaning of papriperdar 

and its distinction from paprupety see above ii. 12 and the note on 

Gal. v. 3. 

7. od yap éxdderev] ‘Impurity is disobedience to God’s commands: 
Jor He called us etc., and therefore it will bring down His vengeance.’ It 
is better perhaps thus to connect this verse with what immediately 
precedes (&kdixos wept ravrey rovrwy) than with déAnua rod Ocod, ver. 3. 

ém\ dxadapola, dX éy dyaocpd] The change of the preposition is 

significant: ‘not for uncleanness, but in sanctification.’ Holiness is 
to be the pervading element in which the Christian is to move. “Ey 
Gyop@ after ékddecev is a natural abbreviation for dare elvar jpas év 
dyacug, as the sense requires. Compare 1 Cor. vii. 15 &y 8 eipyy 
kéxAnxev tuas 6 @eds, Eph. iv. 4, and see Winer, § 1. p. 518 sq. 

Possibly év dy:acpe kai tip ver. 4 may be so taken, but see the note 

there. 

8. ovk &vOpwirov dOeret, GANG Tov Oedv] ‘rejecteth not any individual 

man, but the one God.’ On the article comp. Gal. i. 10 dpre yap 

dvOparovs reiOw 4 rov Gedy; where Bengel pointedly remarks: ‘ dvOpdzous, 
homines ; hoc sine articulo: at mox rov Gedy, Deum, cum articulo. Dei 

solius habenda est ratio.’ Compare also Gal. iv. 31 ovk éopev masdioxns 

téxva, dAAd Tijs éXevOépas with the note. 

Tov SSdvTa To wveipa «7.A.] ‘This gift of the Spirit leaves you in a 

different position with regard to God from that which you held before. 
It is a witness in your souls against impurity. It is a token that He has 

consecrated you to Himself. It is an earnest of vengeance, if you defile 

what is no longer your own.’ The appeal is the same in effect here as in 

1 Cor. iii. 16 ‘Know ye not that ye are the temple of God, and that the 

Spirit of God dwelleth in you? If any man defile the temple of God, him 

shall God destroy ; for the temple of God is holy, which temple ye are.’ 

Compare also 1 Cor. vi. 19. 

vov 8.8évra] i.e. who is ever renewing this witness against uncleanness 

in fresh accessions of the Holy Spirit. 

If rév cai Sdvra be retained, cai will refer to éxddeoev, ‘who not only 

called you to be sanctified, but also gave you His Spirit’ But the 

manuscript evidence alike and the context are against the reading of 

the Textus Receptus. The gift of the Spirit by one decisive act (Sévra) 
does not suit the argument. 

7d tveipa aitov ro Gyov] St Paul uses this stronger form in prefer- 
ence to the more usual wvedpa dyov or rd Gytov mvevpa, as being more 

emphatic, and especially as laying stress on rd @ycoy in connexion with 
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the dy:acpos which is the leading idea of the passage. Compare Clem. 

Rom. 30 ‘Ayiov ovp pepis dmdpxortes moujowpey Tra Tov dytagpov mdyra. 

els tpds] is better than eis jas, for it brings the general statement (é 

dOerayv x.7.A.) more directly home to the Thessalonians themselves. 

ii. Exhortation to brotherly love and sobriety of conduct (iv. 9—12). 

9. diAaSeddlas] Not ‘brotherly love,’ as E. V., but ‘Zove of the brethren; 

i.e. the Christian brotherhood, and thus narrower than dydmy which 

extends to all mankind. See 2 Pet. i. 7; and comp. Rom. xii. 9, 10 and 

the note on 1 Thess. iii. 12. 
od xpelav éxere] is probably the right reading as being the best 

supported, though it may have arisen from v. 1. The very fact that 

éxere introduces a grammatical irregularity is in its favour, for it was less 

likely to be substituted for gyowey than conversely. Comp. Heb. v. 12 

Tddw Xpeiay éyere tov biddoKew tuas for a somewhat analogous instance ; 

but there the construction of 6:8dcxew requires a different subject to be 
understood from that of ¢yere. In the passage before us, the con- 

struction with rwa supplied before ypadeiy, though irregular, is quite 
tenable, and in a writer like St Paul ought to create no difficulty. 

The more natural usage occurs a few verses lower down, v. I ov 

xpelay exere dpiv ypdderOa. 

avrol yap] ‘for of yourselves, without our intervention.’ 

Oeo8lSaxror] ‘Zaught of God. The word occurs Barnab. Ep. § 21, 
Athenag. Leg. § 11, Theoph. ad Aufol. ii. 9. Compare also the expression 

dSaxrot [rot] Geov in John vi. 45, and 1 Cor. ii. 13 év SiSaxrois mvevparos. 

This word 6eo8iSaxro: has no reference to any actual saying of our 

Lord, such for instance as that recorded in John xiii. 34, or to any 

external instruction: but it signifies the spiritual teaching of the heart, 
which supersedes all external precepts, though in the first instance it may 

have been conveyed by the medium of such. Both elements of the 

compound are emphatic: (1) the 6eo- is brought out by what precedes, 

in contrast to jas understood, (2) the -diSaxro. by what follows in the 

moteire. The prophecy of Isaiah liv. 13 here receives its fulfilment, kai 
méyras Tovs viovs cov didaxrovs Geod : comp. Jer. xxxi. 34. 

els 13 dyamdv dddjdous] i.e. to cultivate this GutadeAdia, for dAAnAous 
is applied to the Christian brotherhood. See iii. 12 79 dyazn els dAAjAovs 

kal eis mdvras, v. 15 and Rom. xii. 10 r9 GidadeAdia eis ddAjAous Pidd- 

oropyot. 

10, Kal yap] ‘7or also, for indeed.’ The kat marks this statement as 

an advance upon the preceding one. ‘You are not only taught the lesson, 

but you also practise it, and that, to every one of the brethren throughout 

Macedonia, i.e. all the brethren with whom you can possibly come in 

contact.’ 
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atrd] i.e. rd dyamay adArAous. 
8Aq TH MaxeSovla] The history of the Acts only records the foundation 

of three Churches in Macedonia previously to this time, viz. those of 

Philippi, Thessalonica and Berea. It is probable, however, that in the 
interval between St Paul’s departure from Macedonia and the writing of 
this letter other Christian communities were established, at least in the 

larger towns, such as Amphipolis, Pella, etc., either by the instrumentality 

of the more active of his recent Macedonian converts, such perhaps as 
Aristarchus (Acts xix. 29, xx. 4), or by missionaries of his own sending, 

such as Luke, Silvanus, and Timotheus, all of whom seem to have been 

actively engaged in Macedonia during this interval. See the essay on 

the Churches of Macedonia in Bzdlical Essays, p. 237 sq. 

teptoceve paddov] See above on ver. I. 
II. Kal dtdorpetoOa:] It is clear from the form of the sentence 

(contrast the xat here with dé ver. 9) that this injunction had some 

close connexion in the Apostle’s mind with that which goes before. 

What this connexion was it is impossible to say. A thorough know- 

ledge of the condition of the early Thessalonian Church would alone 

enable us to supply the missing links in the chain of thought with any 

degree of confidence. We may however conjecture that the large and 

ready charities of the richer brethren had caused some irregularities : 

that there were those who availed themselves of these means of support 

to the neglect of their lawful occupations ; and that thus relieved from 

the necessity of working, they went about preaching fantastic doctrines 

and exciting feverish anxieties and thus disturbing the simpler and purer 

faith of others. It is probable that they asserted the immediate coming 

of Christ (see the notes on ver. 13 and 2 Thess. ii. 2). That there were 

such idlers in the Thessalonian Church appears from the Second Epistle, 

where St Paul condemns in plain terms those ‘which walk among you 

disorderly, working not at all, but are busybodies’ (2 Thess. iii. 11 pydev 

€pyaCopévous, GANG meptepyafouevous), language which seems to imply that 

the evil had gained ground in the interval. And the assumption made 
above in accordance with the requirements of the context that these were 

spiritual busybodies is very natural in itself, and is further borne out 

by Tit. i. 10, 11 (though the form which the evil assumes there is 

grosser). 

What evils the extensive charity of the early Christians might, and 

probably did, to some extent, give rise to, may be seen from Lucian’s 

satire of Peregrinus, see especially §§ 12, 13 4 ye GAAn Ocpareia raca ot 

mapépyas Gdda abv omovdy eyiyvero...cira Seimva moukiia eicexopitero....Kat 

3) Kal r@ Tlepeypivg moAda rore ike xpypata map’ aitav emi mpoddoe 

tov Seopa cai mpocodoy ov puxpay tavtny émoufoaro K.T.X. 

rorpsetrGar] The original idea of @Aoriia ‘the pursuit of honour, 

the love of distinction’ (typical of Athens, see Pericles’ speech in Thuc; 

ii, 44 1d idetiypov dynpwy pdvoy) is more or less obscured in its later 
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usages (e.g. Rom. xv. 20, 2 Cor. v. 9) and the verb comes to signify ‘to 

make the pursuit of a thing one’s earnest endeavour,’ ‘to strive restlessly 

after’ a thing, and the substantive ‘restless energy’ (see e.g. Athenag. de 

resurr. § 18 ov yap pidoripias ro kardyew 4 Stapetv viv). Thus though the 

meaning ‘ambition’ would well suit the context here, it is unsafe to 

press it. 

The oxymoron however of iAdorweioda yovydtew is equally strong 

whichever meaning we attach to @:AoripetoOa, and the verbal paradox 

reminds us forcibly of the Horatian ‘strenua inertia,” of Grotius’ 

complaint that he had spent his life ‘operose nihil agendo,’ and of 
Pericles’ estimate of woman’s true ambition (Thuc. ii. 45) peyddn 7 ddééa 

js Gy én eXdxtorov aperis mépe } Woyou ev Trois dpoect KAéos 7- For other 

examples of rapampooSoxiay in St Paul compare Rom. xiii. 8 pndevi pndev 

épeirere, ef yz To dAANAous dyamav, and see the note on Phil. iv. 7 4 eipyyy 

Tov Geov hpouprycet Tas kapdias var. 
mpdcoewv ta tia] For the juxtaposition compare Plato Rep. 496 D 

jovxiay €xov Kal Ta avrod mparrev, Dion Cassius lx. 27 rH yovxlay zyov 
kal ra €avrov mpatrav. 

tais xepolv] The word idias has been wrongly inserted by some 
authorities both here and in the parallel passage Eph. iv. 28 épyatéuevos 

rais [é8ias] xepoiv rd dyabov, where however the authority for its retention 
is somewhat stronger. On this characteristic interpolation see the note 

on ii. 15 kai rods rpodnras. 

12, ya mepumarire x.7.4.] This is a precept dictated by prudence, 

and does not fall under the head of g:AadeAia or ayamn: but it was 

doubtless suggested by this topic, for St Paul was led from it to speak of 

the one flaw which disfigured their ‘love of the brotherhood,’ and hence 

to consider how it would affect their dealings with the heathen. They 

were not to appear as worthless vagabonds and beggars. The precept 

has nothing to do with their conduct towards heathen magistrates, as 

Wordsworth imagines. Luther’s comment, quoted by Koch, is very 

characteristic, ‘ Nahret euch selber und lieget nicht den Leuten auf dem 

Halse, wie die faulen Bettelménche, Wiedertadufer, Landlaufer, denn 

solche sind unniitze Leute und argern die Unglaubigen.’ 

eloxnpdves] ‘decorously’; vulg. ‘honeste.’ The E.V. has ‘honestly,’ 

which is rather an archaism than a mistranslation : comp. Rom. xiii. 13, 

where evoxnpoves is similarly rendered. 
rots ew] ‘the unbelievers, opposed to of gow, ‘the Christian brethren.’ 

See the note on Col. iv. 5. 

prdevds xpelav Exnre] It is not easy to say whether pydevés is neuter 

or masculine here. Perhaps the fact that xpefav yew is frequently used 

with a genitive of the thing will turn the scale in favour of the neuter. 

In Rev. iii. 17 however the right reading is memAovrnxa kcal ovdey (not 

ovdevds) xpelav yo. Otherwise it would be a decisive instance, In either 
case the meaning is the same. The Apostle is enforcing the necessity of 
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manual labour, in order that his converts may have sufficient for the 

wants of life, and may not appear before the unbelievers in the light of 
needy idlers. 

iii, The Advent of the Lord (iv. 13—Vv. 11). 

(a) The dead shall have their place in the Resurrection (iv. 13—18). 

13. Though there is an apparent change of subject here, the new 

topic is not entirely unconnected with the old. The restlessness which 
agitated the Church of Thessalonica, and led to a neglect of the 

occupations of daily life, was doubtless due to their feverish anticipations 

of the immediate coming of Christ; see Biblical Essays, 264 sq. This 

view can scarcely be considered a mere conjecture, supported as it is by 

2 Thess. ii. 2; but, even if it were, the supposition is so natural as to 

commend itself, and we are not without instances of the disturbing 
effects of such an unchastened anticipation in later ages of the Church. 

In the tenth century for instance the expectation of the approaching end 

of the world in or about the year rooo A.D. was almost universal. This 

event was to usher in the seventh sabbatical period of a thousand years, 

the preceding six millennia being calculated as five between Adam and 
Christ, and one after the Nativity. See on this matter Trithemius 
Chronic. Hirsaug. ad ann. 960, Glaber Rudulphus /zsz. iv. 6. Again, 

amidst the plagues and famines of the fourteenth century the Flagellantes 

were prominent in their announcements of the speedy approach of the 

end. 

The anticipation of Christ’s coming then is the connecting link 
between the former subject and the present. It reminds the Apostle 

that he has to meet a difficulty respecting the position of the dead 

at the coming of Christ. This can scarcely be an imaginary difficulty 
which the Apostle has here started, and yet on the other hand from the 

indirect way in which the subject is introduced it does not seem to have 

been formally propounded to him by the Thessalonians. In this respect 

it presents a contrast to 1 Cor. vii. 1. The intermediate view is the most 
probable, that Timotheus had learnt during his visit to Thessalonica that 

this question agitated the Church, and had reported the fact to St Paul. 

That such questions were propounded in the early Church is evident 

from the interrogation put by Clement to St Peter in the Clem. Recogn. 

(I. 52), ‘Si Christi regno fruentur hi quos justos invenerit ejus adventus, 
ergo qui ante adventum ejus defuncti sunt, regno penitus carebunt?’ 

It is not necessary to suppose any lengthened existence of the Church 
of Thessalonica at the time when this letter was written, in order to 

account for this difficulty. If only one or two of the converts had died 

meanwhile, it was sufficient to give rise to the question. Indeed it is 
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one much more likely to be started in an early stage of the Church’s 

growth than at a later period. 

Od Céropev 88 Spas dyvoeiv] An emphatic expression of St Paul, charac- 
teristic of his earlier Epistles, and used especially when he is correcting 

false impressions, or solving difficult questions (e.g. Rom. xi. 25, 1 Cor. 

x. I, xii. 1), or dwelling on personal matters (e.g. Rom. i. 13, 2 Cor. i. 8; 

comp. Col. ii. 1 6€t@ yap pas eidévar): never it would appear without a 

special reference to something which had occurred. 

It is frequently used with ydp ; but it does not even with d¢ necessarily 
imply an abrupt transition, but generally introduces a subject more or 
less connected with what precedes. See the passages above referred to, 

e.g. Rom. i. 13. 

kopopévov] ‘Zyzng asleep.” The reading is somewhat doubtful, ex- 
ternal testimony being divided between kowopévor and xexowpnpevor. 

However koipwpévoy is the more probable, for (1) it is favoured by 

the older manuscripts, including NB; (2) it is more likely to have 

been altered into xexownuévey than conversely, the latter being the 

usual expression, comp. Matt. xxvii. 52, 1 Cor. xv. 20; (3) it is a 

more expressive term, pointing forward to the future awakening and 
so implying the Resurrection more definitely than xexounpévor. This 

last consideration no doubt it was which induced the transcriber of D 

to substitute xouarar for kexoipyrat in John xi. 12 ef xexoipyrat, cwOycerat. 

Ka0ds Kal of Aowrol] This sentence has been taken, after Augustine 
(Serm. 172) and Theodoret, to express not a total prohibition of grief, but 

only of such excessive grief as the heathen indulged in, and is accordingly 
translated ‘may not grieve to the same extent as the heathen.’ The 

Greek is thus strained to obtain a more humane interpretation. That 

St Paul would not have forbidden the reasonable expression of sorrow 

at the loss of friends we cannot doubt. But here, as elsewhere, he states 

-his precept broadly, without caring to enter into the qualifications which 

will suggest themselves at once to thinking men. On kat see the note on 
iv. 5 Kal ra €Oyn. 

of Aourol] i.e. ‘the heathen’; as Ephes. ii. 3 kal #yeba réxva pices opyijs 

Gs kai of Aouroi: comp. Rom. xi. 7. 
of pr} eXovres &al8a] The contrast between the gloomy despair of the 

heathen and the triumphant hope of the Christian mourner is nowhere 

more forcibly brought out than by their monumental inscriptions. The 

contrast of the tombs, for instance, in the Appian Way, above and below 

ground, has often been dwelt upon. On the one hand there is the dreary 

wail of despair, the effect of which is only heightened by the pomp of 

outward splendour from which it issues. On the other the exulting 

psalm of hope, shining the more brightly in all ill-written, ill-spelt records 

amidst the darkness of subterranean caverns. This is a more striking 

illustration than any quotations from literature which could be produced. 

Yet such testimony is readily available also. Such is the passage in 
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Catullus v. 4 ‘Soles occidere et redire possunt, Nobis, cum semel occidit 

brevis lux, Nox est perpetua una dormienda,’ or the lament of Moschus 

(iii, 106 sq.) over the death of his friend Bion, if possible even more 

pathetic in its despair, AZ, at, ral padayat pev émay xara Kamov ddovrat, 

*H ra yAopa céAwa, Td 7” edOadées obdov GyyOov, "Yorepov av (wovre kal els éros 

GAdo dtovre’ “Appes 8, of peyddor kal kaprepot 4 cool avdpes, ‘Ommére 

mpara Odvapes, dvdxoot ev xOovi xoida Evdopes ed pdda paxpoy aréppova 

viyperov drvov. In these and similar passages we cannot fail to observe 

how the very objects in nature, which Christian philosophers, e.g. Butler 

(Analogy, Pt. 1. ch. 1), have adduced as types and analogies of the 

resurrection of man, as for instance the rising and setting of the sun, 

and the annual resuscitation of plants, presented to the heathen only 

a painful contrast, enforcing the inferiority of man to the inanimate 

creation. This triumphant application of natural phenomena by 

Christian writers to support the doctrine of immortality begins at once. 

In a striking passage Clement of Rome employs the succession of day 

and night, the rotation of crops, etc. as analogies pointing to the 

Resurrection (katpot éapwol cai Oepwol kal peromwpivol kal xetpepwoi év 

elpyvn perarapadidéacw ddAHAots K.7.A. § 20). 

Had St Paul been addressing a Jewish population, he could not have 

spoken so strongly. If the doctrine of the Resurrection is not brought 
prominently forward in the Old Testament, still the Messianic hopes, 

there suggested, could not but tend to its taking deep root in the minds 

of the people. There was an instinctive feeling that the coming of 

Messias was not a national revival only, but that it must have some 

reference to themselves individually, that they were to partake in it. 

Hence the distinctness, with which the doctrine of the Resurrection 

presented itself to the Jewish people, kept pace with the growth of the 

expectation of a coming Deliverer. 

14. ovtws kal 6 @eds «.7.4.] The apodosis to be in conformity with the 

protasis ought to have run ovres dei morevew x.7.d.; but the protasis 
having been stated in a hypothetical form ‘zf we believe etc.,’ St Paul is 

instinctively led to correct any impression of uncertainty, by throwing 

the apodosis into the form of a direct assertion and thus clinching the 
truth on which he is dwelling. 

8a tov *Invot] Though there is some difficulty in explaining dca if we 

connect these words with rods xowunOévras (as Chrysostom and apparently 

Ambrosiaster), yet the arguments in favour of this connexion are so 

strong that it is to be preferred to the otherwise simpler construction 
attaching them to de: ctv a’r@. For (1) the parallelism of the sentence 

(and consequently the sense which is guided by this parallelism) requires 

that the words should be so taken—’Inaods dméOave being answered by 

rovs KoisnOévras Sta Tod "Incod, and [Incovs] dvéorn by afer avy airg. (2) 

It was necessary in some way to limit and define ray kexotnpever sO as 

to show that not all the dead were meant, but only ‘the dead in Christ.’ 
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How then is da to be explained? Such passages as 1 Cor. xv. 18 

oi KousnOévres €v Xptorp@ (comp. Apoc. xiv. 13) only illustrate generally 

the meaning: for the difficulty is in assigning its proper signification of 

instrumentality to the preposition. Such expressions as ‘to live through 

Christ,’ ‘to be raised through Christ’ are natural enough of Him who is 

the Resurrection and the Life ; but ‘to die through Christ’ is startling, for 

He is always represented in St Paul as in direct antagonism to death 

(e.g. 1 Cor. xv. 26). The justification of 81a however is probably to be 
sought in the fact that xowunO7jva is not equivalent’ to daveiv, but implies 

moreover the idea first of peacefulness, and secondly of an awakening. 

It was Jesus who transformed their death into a peaceful slumber. Or 

it may be the case that da here is not the da of instrument, but the da 

of passage. As a state of spiritual condition is év Xpior@, so a transition 

from one state to another is 8:4 Xpicrov. 

Professor Jowett (on ver. 13) speaks of xotpa@oOas as ‘a euphemism for 

the dead which is used in the Old Testament and sometimes in classical 

writers.’ But indeed it is more than a euphemism in the New Testa- 

ment, which speaks also of their awakening: compare August. Serm. 

93 ‘Quare dormientes vocantur? nisi quia suo die resuscitabuntur’ cited 
by Wordsworth, and a remarkable passage in Philo Fragm. I. p. 667 ed. 

Mangey. Photius (Quaest. Amphil. 168) remarks émi pev ody Tod Xpiorod 
Odvaroy Kandel, va ro wabos moTaanrat’ emt Sé judy Kolpnow, wa THY ddvyny 
mapapvéyonra. evba pev yap mapexdpycer 7 dvacracis Oappay Kadei Odvaroy’ 

évOa dé év €dmiow Ere pever Koiunow Kadel k.T.A. 

de oiv air] is best explained by vv. 17,18. It is not a pregnant 

expression for ‘ will take so as to be with Him’: but ‘will lead with Him’ 

to His eternal abode of glory. ‘af ducet, suave verbum: dicitur de 

viventibus, Bengel. For the general sentiment compare 2 Cor. iv. 14, 

Ign. Zrall. 9 bs cai dAnOds FyépOn did vexpdv...caTa TS opolwpa os Kal jpas 
tovs marevovras avr ovtas éyepet 6 mathp adrov év Xpior@ “Inaod. 

15. évAéyo Kvplov] This expression has been explained as a refer- 
ence to some recorded saying of our Lord, transmitted either in writing 

or orally. The nearest approach to the passage here in the canonical 

Gospels is found in Matt. xxiv. 31, where however the similarity is 
not great enough to encourage such an inference. It is perhaps more 

probable that St Paul refers to a direct revelation, which he had himself 
received from the Lord. The use of the phrase ‘the word of the Lord’ 

in the Old Testament is in favour of this meaning. On the expression 
Aédyos Kuplov generally, see the note on i. 8. See also below on v. 2 
api Bas otSare. The same question arises with reference to 1 Cor. vii. 10 
ovk éya GAAG 6 Kuptos, and it ought probably to be decided in the same 

way. 
ajpets of Lavres] This expression suggests the question to what extent 

and in what sense it may be said that St Paul and the Apostles generally 

looked for the speedy approach of the advent of Christ. It is difficult in 

L. EP. 5 
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attempting an answer to this question to avoid exaggerating on one side 
or the other, but the facts seem to justify the following remarks. 

(1) It should create no difficulty, if we find the Apostles ignorant of 

the time of the Lord’s coming. However we may extend the limits of 

inspiration, this one point seems to lie without those limits. This is indeed 
the one subject on which we should expect inspiration to exercise a 

reserve. It is ‘I, not the Lord, who speaks here. For we are told that 

the angels of heaven—and even the Son Himself, otherwise than as God— 

are excluded from this knowledge (Mark xiii. 32). On this subject then 

we might expect to find the language of the Apostles vague, inconstant 

and possibly contradictory. 

(2) The Apostles certainly do speak as though there were a reason- 

able expectation of the Lord’s appearing in their own time. They use 

modes of expression which cannat otherwise be explained. Such is the 

use of the plural here: comp. I Cor. xv. 51 according to the received 

text, which seems to retain the correct reading. Nor does it imply more 

than a reasonable expectation, a probability indeed, but nothing ap- 

proaching to a certainty, for it is carefully guarded by the explanatory 

of Cavres, of meptheuropevot, which may be paraphrased, “ When I say ‘we,’ 

I mean those who are living, those who survive to that day.” Bengel 

says very wisely and truly : ‘Sic ré os hic ponitur, ut alias nomina Cazes 

et Tit/us: idque eo commodius, quia fidelibus illius aetatis amplum 

temporis spatium usque ad finem mundi nondum distincte scire licuit. 

Tempus praesens in utroque participio est praesens pro ipso adventu 

Domini, uti Act. x. 42, et passim.’ 

(3) On the other hand, they never pledge themselves to a positive 

assurance that He will so come: but on the contrary frequently qualify 

their expression of anticipation by declaring that the time is uncertain 

(as 1 Thess. v. 1, 2); and sometimes when pressed even guard against the 

idea that the day is immediate (as 2 Thess. ii. 2), or justify the delay by 

reference to the attributes of God (as 2 Pet. iii. 8). 
(4) With regard to St Paul it is scarcely true to say that the expecta- 

tion grows weaker in his later Epistles, that in these he seems to delay 
the coming of the Lord (for see e.g. Phil. iv. 5, 1 Cor. xvi. 22). It is 

rather that the expectation remains about where it was, but is not brought 
so prominently forward, and this for two reasons. FZrs¢. The Apostle’s 

own dissolution in the ordinary course of things was drawing nearer, and 

therefore his own chance of being alive at the time was diminished. 

Secondly. The doctrine of Christ’s coming, essentially and necessarily 
brought forward in the Apostle’s teaching to the Church in its earliest 
stages in connexion with the Resurrection and the Judgment, resigns its 

special prominence at a later period to other great doctrines of the Faith. 
See the Essay ‘On the chronology of St Paul’s life and Epistles’ in 
Biblical Essays, p. 215 sq. esp. p. 228. 

(5) There is no ground for the assumption that ecclesiastical organi- 
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zation was deferred in the infancy of the Church owing to this belief. 

This organization appears to have kept pace with the growing needs of 

the Church and not to have received any unnatural check. Moreover 

such a supposition would be little in accordance with the tone always 
maintained by St Paul in speaking of the Lord’s coming; for he urges the 

sober application to the ordinary duties of life, and deprecates any 

restless extravagances built upon the supposition of its near approach. 
Whatever the converts may have done, the Apostles themselves seem 

never to have given way to any such feeling. It is significant here for 

instance that obedience to rulers follows after this explanation about the 

Lord’s day. 

(6) The tone and temper exhibited by the Apostles in relation to 

this great event is intended as an example'to the Church in all ages. 

She is to be ever watchful for the Advent of her Lord, and yet ever to 

pursue the daily avocations of life in calmness and sobriety. 

od py POdoopev] ‘shall in no wise prevent, or be before.’ On ov ph in 
the New Testament see Winer § lvi. p. 634.sq. 

16. atrds 6 Kipios] ‘ The Lord Himself, i.e. not by any intermediate 

agency, but in His own person He will come. ‘avrés J/se, grandis sermo’ 

Bengel. 

There is nothing more certain than that the New Testament represents 
the general judgment of mankind as ushered in by an actual visible 

appearance of our Lord on earth. ‘This same Jesus, which is taken up 
from you into heaven, shall so come in like manner as (otros éAevoerat by 

tpomov) ye have seen Him go into heaven’ (Acts i. 11). And the an- 

nouncement of the angels is not more explicit on this point than the 

universal language of the New Testament. Indeed, independently of 
revelation, it would be not unreasonable to infer that, as the redemption 

of mankind had an outward historical realization in His appearance in 

the flesh, so also the judgment of mankind should be manifested out- 
wardly in the same way in time and space by His coming in person— 

that in short there should exist the analogy suggested by the angels’ 

announcement. But in filling in the details of this great event, into which 

even the Apostles themselves saw but dimly, we are apt to be led into 

idle and unprofitable fancies; and in interpreting individual expressions, 

it is perhaps safer to content ourselves with pointing out parallels from 

apocalyptic imagery, than to attempt to realize and define figurative 

language with too great minuteness. 

éy Kedetopart] KéAevopua (from xeXevew ‘to summon’) is a classical 
word used (1) generally of ‘commands’ e.g. Aisch. Eum. 226 Aogiov 

Kedetopacw yo, Soph. Antig. 1198, (2) ‘a shout of encouragement’ 

‘Thue. ii. 92 dé évos xeXevoparos euBonoavres, with special reference to 
the encouragement of rowers by the ceAevorys, e.g. Aisch. Pers. 397, or of 

horses, dogs etc., e.g. Xen. Cyrop. vi. 20, (3) ‘a summons for the purpose 

of gathering together,’ e.g. Diod. iii. 15 74 wd9O0s dOpoitera xabdrep ag’ 

évés xedevoparos. It occurs once in the LXX. of the marshalling of the 

2 
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locusts, Prov. xxx. 27 (xxiv. 62) orpareve: ag’ evos Kedevoparos evTaKTas, 

The nearest approach to the meaning of the passage before us is perhaps 

Philo de praem. et poen. § 19, U1. p. 427 dvOpdrovs év éoxariais dr@xiopévous 

padias dv évi xedevopart cuvaydyot Geds dad mepdrov. It would seem then 
that the xéXevopa of which St Paul speaks is the summons to all, both 

living and dead, to meet their Lord. Such a summons is expressed in 
figurative language in Matt. xxv. 6 ‘Behold the bridegroom cometh, go 
ye out to meet him.’ 

The preposition é» signifies the attendant circumstances rather than 
the time (1 Cor. xv. 52 ev Ti éoxarn oddmeyyt); see Winer § xlviii. p. 482. 

wv dpxayyéAov] i.e. of one of the leaders of the heavenly host. Later 

Judaism busied itself with idle speculation about the number and names 

and functions of the angelic host, see Gfrérer Fahrd. der Heil. 1. p. 352 sq. : 

but St Paul gives no encouragement to such speculations, though his lan- 

guage necessarily takes its colour from the imagery which was common 

in his day, e.g. Ephes. i. 21, Col. i. 16. 

év oddmyyt Ocot] The same figure, if it be a figure, is repeated in 

1 Cor. xv. 52 ev ri éoxdry cadmiyyt’ cadmioe yap k.7.A. The trumpet was 

the signal of the approach of the Lord at the giving of the law (Exod. 

xix. 16); see also Zech. ix. 14, which suggests the doubt whether the 

expression is more than an image here. 

oi vexpol éy Xpior@] The whole phrase is to be kept together. On 
the omission of the article see the notes on i. I év Ge@ marpi and ii. 14. The 

question how are the dead raised is touched upon in 1 Cor. xv., where the 
change from corruption to incorruptibility is described as coincident with 

their rising (ver. 52). 

amparov] ‘frst,’ in relation to éecra which follows. There is no refer- 

ence here to the ‘first resurrection’ (Apoc. xx. 5). 

17. Gpa]is not to be taken apart from ody atrois in the sense ‘ at the 

same time, together with them’; for the combination dya avy is too 

common to allow of the separation of the two words (see v. 10, and comp. 

e.g. Eur. Jom 717 vuxrumodos dua civ Baxyats). The distinction of 

Ammonius (quoted by Ellicott) dua pév dort xporxdy érippnya, spod dé 

-romuxoy may be correct, but does not decide the construction here or in 

Rom. iii. 12. On the other hand Moeris (p. 272) states dudce, dua, sudder 

romov Onharixa’ Td pev yap dua év rH adr Snydoi, 7d dé dpdce eis Tb add, TO 

d€ opoder ek rod avrov. In Matt. xiii. 29 the sense seems to require that 
dpa adrois Should be interpreted of place rather than of time, and instances 

of a local meaning are frequent in the classics, e.g. Herod. vi. 138 rots 

dpa @cayrt, Thuc. vii. 57 rots dua Tudinm@, Appian. Hisp. vi. 8 6 Sipos 
dpa Trois Katyyopovow éyiryvero. 

év vepédars] ‘77 clouds, on which as on a chariot they would be borne 

aloft. Compare the expression in Acts i. 9 vehéAn vréXaBev adtrév dro. 

Tov 6pOadpay avrév. Christ is represented as coming ‘om the clouds of 

heaven’ émt rév veheddy (Matt. xxiv. 30, xxvi. 64). In Apoc. i. 7 the idea 

-is somewhat different (mera rav veedadv) ; the clouds are the accompani- 
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ment not the throne, and according to Trench (Commentary on the 

Epistles to the Seven Churches ad loc.) ‘belong, not to the glory and 

gladness, but to the terror and anguish of that day.’ He compares Ps. 

xcviii. 2, Nah. i. 3. 

dndvryow v. 1. imdévrnrw] The distinction commonly given between 
amavrnots and vravryors, viz. that the former signifies a casual, the latter a 
premeditated meeting (see Bornemannon Xen. Cyrof. i. 4. 22), is only 
approximately true. It would be more correct to say that dwdvrnots is a 

meeting absolutely, whereas vmdyrnois involves a notion of ‘looking out 

for,’ ‘waiting for,’ ‘waylaying.’ In most places where either word 

occurs there is the same variety of reading, cvvavrnows being also found as 

a variant. The comparison of authorities shows that dmavryots is to be 

preferred in Matt. xxv. 6, Acts xxviii. 15 and here, vmdyryots in Matt. viii. 

34, Matt. xxv. 1 and John xii. 13. The two passages in Matt. xxv. are 

significant of the variety in meaning of the two words. 

els dépa] ‘2x20 the air. The distinction in classical writers between 

aiéjp ‘the pure zther, and dyp ‘the atmosphere with the clouds etc.’ is 

Strictly observed. Compare e.g. Hom. J/. viii. 558 ovpavobev 8 ap’ 
vmeppayn aoreros aidnp, xvii. 371 (where evxnAor dm’ aldép: is distinguished 

from Od. viii. 562 épe kat vepédp), Plato PAaedo 11. B 6 8 qyiv 6 ayp, 

éxeivots tov aidépa, and as late as Plutarch de esur. carn. or. 1 § 2 (p. 230 

ed, Hutten) ére ev ovpavoy expumrev. So too in Christian writers, e.g. 

Athenag. Leg. 5 rov 8€ dé rév epyor dee Trav ddqArov vody Ta hawdpeva, 

dépos, aidépos, yjs. In the New Testament indeed the word ai@jp does 

not occur, but still djp seems to be used in its proper sense: e.g. Eph. 

ii. 2 roy dpxovra ris eEovolas Tov dépos, an expression which we cannot 

well explain unless djp presented some contrast to the pure heaven, the 

ovpavos, which is the abode of God and of Christ. Thus then eis dépa here 

denotes that the Lord will descend into the immediate region of the 

earth, where He will be met by His faithful people. Of the final abode of 

His glorified saints nothing is said here; for the Apostle closes, as soon 

as he fulfilled his purpose of satisfying his Thessalonian readers that the 

dead will participate in Christ’s coming. The comment however of 

Augustine (de cévzt. Dez xx. 20. 2) is worth recording : ‘non sic accipien- 

dum est tanquam in aere nos dixerit semper cum Domino mansuros, 

quia nec ipse utique ibi manebit, quia veniens transiturus est; venienti 
quippe ibitur obviam, non manenti’; comp. Origen de Hrénec. ii, 11 (I. p. 

104). 

otras] ‘accordingly, i.e. “having thus joined our Lord.’ ‘ Paulus, 

quum quae scribi opus erat ad consolandum scripsit, maximas res hac 
brevitate involvit.’ Bengel. 

18. & ois Néyous] ‘wth these words, i.e. ‘this my account of the 
Lord’s coming.’ The instrumental use of éy is noticeable, the action 

being ‘conceived of as existing in the means’ (Ellicott ad /oc., who refers 
to Wunder on Soph. Phzloct. 60). 



CHAPTER V. 

(6) The time however is uncertain (v. 1—3). 

I. t&v xpévev Kal trav Katpav] ‘ che times and the seasons.’ Compare Acts 

i. 7 oby dpdv early yvdvat ypdvovs } Katpods, 1 Pet. i. 11, and Dan. ii. 21, 

Wisd. viii. 8, Eccles. iii. 1. Also Demosth. Olynth. 3 § 32 riva yap xpovov 

| riva xaipdy, & avdpes *ACnvaiot rod mapovtos BeArio (yreiobe ; and Ign. 

Polyc. 3 robs kaipovs xarapavOave’ roy mép xarpoy mpoaddxa, Tov Ax povov (with 

the notes), The common distinction that ypéves means a longer, xaipds a 

shorter period of time is erroneous, though it contains an element of 

truth. The real difference is correctly given by Ammonius p. 80 6 pep 

xaipos dnAot rosdrnta, xpdvos S€ woaérnra. In fact xpévos denotes a period 

of time whether long or short, and hence in reference to any particular 

event ‘the date.’ Kazpds on the other hand applies equally to place as to 
time (perhaps primarily to place rather than to time, as is generally the 

case), and signifies originally ‘the fit measure’ (compare the use of xaiptos, 
e.g. Aisch. Agam. 1343 wémArypat xatpiay mAnyyv). Hence in reference to 

time it is ‘the right moment,’ ‘the opportunity for doihg, or avoiding to 

do, anything,’ involving the idea of adapiatzon. Now the opportunity for 

doing a thing is generally of brief duration (Demosth. fas. Leg. p. 343.1 
moAAdxis cupBaiver moAAGy mpaypdrev Kat peyddoy Kaipov dv Bpayel xpove 

yiyveoOa), and hence xapés may frequently signify ‘a short period of 
time’; but this is accidental, and it is best distinguished from ypovos (as 
by Ammonius) as pointing to guadity rather than guantéty. There are 

some good passages in Trench WV. 7. Syz. p. 209 s. vv., but he does not 

seem quite to hit off the distinction. Augustine Zpést. 197 (quoted by 
Wordsworth) draws attention to the inadequacy of the Latin language to 

express the distinction between the two words ‘ibi (Acts i. 7) Graece legitur 

xpévous 4 kaipovs. Nostri utrumque hoc verbum /emfora appellant, sive 

xpdvous sive xatpovs, cum habeant haec duo inter se non negligendam 
differentiam, xa:pots quippe appellant Graece tempora quaedam...quae in 

rebus ad aliquid opportunis vel importunis sentiuntur...ypovous autem 
ipsa spatia temporum vocant.’ Tertullian’s translation (de resur, carn. 
24. 19) ‘de temporibus autem et temporum spatiis’ is utterly misleading. 
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Here xpévor denotes the period which must elapse before and in the 

consummation of this great event, in other words it points to the date: 

while «aipoi refers to the occurrences which will mark the occasion, the 

signs by which its approach will be ushered in (comp. Matt. xvi. 3 ra 

onpeta TOY Katpar). 

2. dxpiBds ofSare] The resemblance in this passage to the saying of 

our Lord recorded in two of the Evangelists (Matt. xxiv. 43, Luke xii. 39) 

makes it probable that St Paul is referring to the very words of Christ. 

The introductory words dxpiBdés oiSare seem to point to our Lord’s 
authority. There is no ground however for supposing the existence of a 

written gospel at this time, since the same facts which were afterwards 

committed to writing would naturally form the substance of St Paul’s 
oral gospel. Had such a written gospel existed and been circulated by 

St Paul, in the manner which has sometimes been supposed, he could 

scarcely have referred to his oral teaching in preference five years later in 

1 Cor. xi. 23 sq., xv. I, when a reference to the written document would 

have been decisive. There is probably the same reference to our Lord’s 

saying in 2 Pet. iii. 10 7&eu d€ yyuepa Kupiov ws kdénrns, for several such are 

embedded in St Peter’s Epistles. 

jipépa Kuplov] In this expression, which is derived from the Old 

Testament, the word. nuépa seems originally to have involved no other 

notion than that of “me. It is of frequent occurrence in the prophets to 

designate the time of the manifestation of God’s sovereignty in some 

signal manner by the overthrow of His enemies (e.g. Is. ii. 12, Jer. xlvi. 

10, Ezek. vii. 10), and thus is used specially of the judgment day, of which 

these lesser imitations are but types. So Joel (ii. 31) distinguishes ‘the 

great and terrible day of the Lord’ from ordinary visitations. As the day 

of the Lord was the day par excellence, we find 4 nyépa (Rom. xiii. 12, 

Heb. x. 25) and 4 nyépa éexeivn (2 Thess. i. 10, 2 Tim. i. 12, 18, iv. 8) 

without the distinguishing Kupiov or xpioews, of the judgment day. From 

this accidental connexion of meaning, jépa is sometimes used in the 

sense of judgment or verdict: 1 Cor. iv. 3 id avOpwmivns jyepas, a 
meaning the currency of which would be facilitated by the analogy of 
the Latin ‘ diem dicere,’ see Stanley ad Zoc. Compare Acts xvii. 31 €orycev 

neépay 7A. i.e. appointed a day to vindicate Himself. On the collateral 

idea which has attached itself to 7 quépa, see the note on ver. 4. 

The omission of the article, which the received text has inserted on 

inferior authority, is justified by Phil. i. 10, ii. 16 jyépa Xpiorod, where see 

the notes, and 2 Pet. iii. 10 #uépa Kupiov, where there is the same varia- 
tion of reading as here. 

év vuxrl] On the ecclesiastical tradition see Jerome on Matt. xxv. 6 

cited by Liinemann, p. 135, and compare Bzbical Essays p. 153 for the 

Jewish expectation of the midnight appearance of the Messiah. 

’pxerat] ‘cometh.’ The present tense denotes rather the certainty of 

its arrival, than the nearness. Similar instances of this usage are 1 Cor. 
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iii. 13 droxadvarrerat, Heb. viii. 8 i800 judpar Epxovrat (cited from Jer. xxxi. 

31), I John ii. 18 dvriyptoros épxera:, 1 John iv. 3: See further on 2 Thess. 

ii. 9 of éoriv  mapovoia. It is akin to the prophetic present. See Winer 

§ xl. p. 331 sq. 
3. Srav A€ywouv] It is difficult to explain the é€ of the Textus 

Receptus before \¢éywow, supposing it to be genuine. It cannot well 
mark the opposition between the faithful Thessalonians, who were 
waiting for the coming of the Lord, and the careless who would be taken 

by surprise ; for the absence of any expressed subject to Aéywow shows 
that the antithesis is not that of persons. If the conjunction is to be 
retained, the meaning is rather this : ‘though men have been warned that 

the Lord cometh as a thief in the night and should therefore be watchful 

and prepared, yet they will be taken by surprise.’ On the whole however 

manuscript evidence is rather in favour of omitting the word. 

If, as seems not unlikely, the sentence is a direct quotation from our 

Lord’s words, the reference implied in the word avrois is to be sought for 
in the context of the saying from which St Paul quotes. 

elpiivn kal dopddera] Compare Ezek. xiii. 10, Jerem. vi. 14. 

wore alfv(Stos airois .t.A.] The resemblance of this passage to one of 

the apocalyptic discourses of our Lord recorded by St Luke (xxi. 34, 36) 

has not escaped observation, mpocéyere éavrois.. py...€mioTy ep ‘pas 

aidvidios 7 nuépa éxeivn...iva karioxvonre expuyely tara mavra. This is only 

one out of several special points of coincidence between St Paul’s Epistles 

and the Third Gospel, where it diverges from the others. Compare for 

instance the account of the institution of the Eucharist (1 Cor. xi. 2326) 

with Luke xxii. 19, 20, and the Lord’s appearance to St Peter (1 Cor. 

xv. 5) with Luke xxiv. 34; also the maxim in 1 Tim. v. 18 with Luke x. 7, 

where St Luke unites with St Paul in reading rod ptoOod, as distinct from 

the ris tpopjs of Matt. x. 10. This confirms the tradition that the 

compiler of that Gospel was a companion of St Paul, and committed to 

writing the Gospel which the Apostle preached orally. 

a8ty] ‘ the birth-throe of some new development,’ a frequent metaphor in 

the Old Testament: e.g. Psalm xlviii. 6, Jerem. vi. 24. 

The dissimilarity which this verse presents to the ordinary style of St 

Paul is striking. We seem suddenly to have stumbled on a passage out 

of the Hebrew prophets. This phenomenon appears frequently in the 

New Testament writers where they are dealing with Apocalyptic questions 
and with denunciations of woe, and in fact explains anomalies of style 

which otherwise would create considerable difficulty. The writers fall 

naturally into the imagery and the language. Such is the case in some 

degree with the second chapter of the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians 
(see also 2 Thess. i. 7); and to a still greater extent with a large portion of 

St Peter’s Second Epistle, where the Apocalyptic portion is so different 
in style from the rest, that some have thought to settle the question of its 
genuineness by rejecting this portion and retaining the remainder. It 
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explains also to a great extent the marked difference in style between the 

Revelation of St John and his other writings, 

(c) Watchfulness therefore ts necessary (v. 4—11). 

4. ‘Ye are living in the daylight now. Therefore there will be no 

sudden change for you. You will not be surprised by the transition from 
darkness to light, when the secret sins of men shall be revealed.’ 

pets St] ‘but ye,’ as opposed to the careless and unbelieving of the 

former verse. Compare Eph. iv. 20 dyeis d€ ody otras euddere rov Xpiorov. 
The opposition is still further enforced by the emphatic position of vyas 

below, preceding the verb which governs it. 
tva] It is possible to assign to iva here its original force of purpose or 

design, ‘in order that’; and to explain it as used in reference to the 

counsels of God. But the word is better taken here, as simply expressing 

the result or consequence, a meaning which in the decline of the Greek 

language gradually displaced its original signification, An analogous 

case is Gal. v. 17 ratra yap ddAyAos dvrixecrat, va pu) & day OedyTe Taira 
moujre : see also above ii. 16 (with the note). 

 Wpépa] ‘che day’ of judgment, ‘the day’ par excellence. As we have 
seen above, the primary meaning of ‘the day’ as applied to the coming of 

the Lord involved only a notion of time (see note on ver. 2): but the 

word came naturally to imply an idea of revelation, enlightenment (1 Cor. 

iv. 5), and thus to suggest a contrast between the darkness of the present 

world and the light of the future—the one being related to the other as 

night to day. This is the predominant notion of 4 qyépa here. See 

1 Cor. iii. 13 j yap jyépa Spddoe, Rom. xiii. 12 7 wdE mpoccower, 7 € 

ipépa jyytkev (the whole passage strongly resembling this), compared with 

Heb. x. 25 rocovr@ paddov do@ Bdémere eyyi{ovcay riv jyépav. In the 

first of these passages the further notion of ‘fire’ comes in (see the note 
on 1 Cor. iii. 13 dre ev mupt doxadvmrerat). 

k\érras| The reading xAémras, though perhaps insufficiently supported 

by external authority (being read only by AB and the Egyptian versions), 

has a claim to preference on the ground of its being the more difficult and 

on internal grounds is rendered probable. It is extremely unlikely that 

a transcriber would alter «Xémrns into KAémras, while (in face of ver. 2) the 

converse is highly probable, and indeed natural. The inversion of the 

metaphor in kAémrns, kAémras is quite after St Paul’s manner. See the 

note on ii. 7 and the examples collected there. 

The Apostle’s way of dealing with metaphors may be still further 

illustrated by the different lights in which rjuépa is presented here, and by 
the double figurative application of ypyyopeiv, xabevde, first to the 
spiritually watchful and careless in ver. 6, and then to the physically 

living and the dead in ver. 10. Nothing, in short, is farther from his aim 

than to present a simple and consistent metaphor. No application which 



74. FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. [V. 4. 

suggests itself is discarded on rules of rhetoric. All things are lawful to 
him, if only they are expedient ; and wherever a great spiritual lesson is 

to be enforced, the first instrument which comes to hand is made use of, 

even though it might offend the more refined and exact taste of some. 
This, we may suppose, was one of the characteristics of his eloquence 

which made him appear ‘rude of speech’ (2 Cor. xi. 6) to the critical ears 
of a Greek audience. 

Moreover the reading xAémras is better adapted to what follows: 

‘that the day should surprise you as if ye were thieves: for ye are all 

sons of light etc.’ For the whole idea see a remarkable coincidence in 
Euripides (Zp%. in Taur. 1025, 6) 18. ds 89 oxdros AaBdvres éxowbeiper 

dy; OP. krerrady ydp 9 wv, tis 8 dAnOelas To pas. 

5. viol hwrds éore] ‘sons of light, as opposed to the unenlightened, 
whether heathen or Jews; but to the former especially, see Eph. v. 8 
re yap more ckdtos, viv d€ pds ev Kupig’ ds téxva hords wepuvareire. For 

the expression viol @wrds compare also Luke xvi. 8 (where oi viol rod 

gborés are opposed to of viol Tov aidvos rovrov), and John xii. 36. Is the 

expression found, and, if found, is it at all common previously to the 

New Testament? In the earliest utterances which usher in the new dis- 

pensation, the songs of Zachariah (Luke i. 78) and of Simeon (Luke ii. 32), 

the idea of the Messiah as a light is impressively dwelt upon; though there, 

as might be expected, from an Israelite pre-Christian point of view, as 

one ‘to lighten the Gentiles,’ the contrast being rather between the 

Jews and the heathen, than between the believer in Christ and the 

unbeliever. 

viol spépas] This is a slight advance upon viol gwrds. ‘Not only 
have ye an illumination of your own, but you are also living and 

moving in an enlightened sphere.’ Christ is the @@s; the Church or (in 

the frequent language of scripture) the kingdom of God is the jyépa, of the 

believer. 

To the believer the boundary-line between darkness and light is the 

time of his being brought to the knowledge of Christ. Here, rather than 

at the moment of his dissolution, or of the Second Advent of Christ, is the 

great change wrought. From this time forward he is living in the light. 

And the revelation of a future state presents no such contrast of light and 

darkness as that which he had already passed. The view which St Paul 

here presents of nyépa, first in the revelation of Christ at His Second 

Advent, and then as the present illumination of the faithful, is exactly 

akin to the double significance of 7 BaciAeia tov Geod (or rdv ovpavar) 

which runs through the New Testament. 

woKrds ofS oxérous] ‘we delong not to night, neither to darkness, 

oxérovs corresponding to derés, and vuerés to nyépas by the figure called 

chiasm. For this diagonal correspondence see Jelf Gr. 904. 3, Madvig 

Lat. Gr. 473 a, Winer § 1. p. 511, § lix. p. 658. 

6. In this passage the metaphor of ‘sleep’ is applied to the careless 
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and indifferent, that of ‘drunkenness’ to the reckless and profligate. 
The one is to the other as negative to positive sin. 

iopitv] In the preceding verse gore had been employed. For a 
similar interchange of the first and second persons see Gal. ili. 25, 26 

AOotvons 5 tis wiatews odKére Ums maWdaywydv éopev* mavres yap viol Ocod 
éoré x.r-A. Other examples are given in the note on Col. ii. 13. Here as 

there St Paul is eager to share with his disciples the responsibilities 
entailed by his Christian privileges. 

dpa] in classical usage never commences an independent sentence. 

But in later Greek it assumes a more strictly argumentative sense than in 

the earlier language, and so frequently occupies the first place. The 

combination dpa ody is frequent in St Paul, especially in the Romans 

(e.g. v. 18, vii. 3 etc.). On the difference between dpa and dpa see the 

note on Gal. ii. 17. 

dig kal of ANovrol] See the note on iv. 5. 
yenyopapev Kal vijpwpev] For the collocation see 1 Pet. v. 8 ware, 

yenyopnoare. 

7. ot ydp xabebSovres «.7.A.] No figurative meaning is to be attached 
to this verse. It is simply a general explanation of the circumstances 

employed in the metaphor. ‘Night is the time when men sleep and are 

drunken.’ 

peOvokdpevor...peOtovor] ‘those who get drunk...are drunk. Bengel 

remarks rightly: ‘Me@vcxovae notat actum, wedvo statum vel habitum.’ 

The difference of meaning however between the two words is scarcely 

perceptible and does not affect the sense of the passage. Elsewhere the 

distinction between the action of becoming drunk and the state of being 

drunk is obvious: e.g. Luke ‘xii. 45 mivew kai weOvoxeoOat, Acts ii. 15 ov... 

obrot peOvovowy : and so in.the classics Plutarch Symp. iii. qu. 3 (p. 650 A) 
dia ri yuvaixes fxiora peO’oxovra, raxyrota dé of yéporres; Aristoph. Pld. 

1047 pevev as fotxev oEvTEpov Bréret. 

8. e&Buocdpevor Odpaxa] The train of thought which suggested the 

transition from the mention of sobriety to that of the Christian armour is 

not very obvious. And yet there is exactly the same connexion in Rom. 

xiii, 12, 13 ‘H wdé mpoéxower, 7 Sé jpépa Hyytxev’ droddpeba ody ra épya Tod 

oxérovs, kai évdvodpeba Ta Sada Tod hords’ as év juépa, evoynpdves mept- 

marnowpev. Perhaps the mention of vigilance suggested the idea of a 

sentry armed and on duty. 

With this account of the parts of the Christian armour, compare 
Ephes. vi. 13—17, where the metaphor is more fully drawn out. The 

differences between the two passages are such as to show that it would 

be unsafe to lay too much stress on the individual weapons in applying 
the lesson. Corresponding to the ‘breast-plate of faith and love,’ we 

have in Ephesians ‘the breast-plate of righteousness’ and a little lower 

down ‘the shield of faith,’ love not being mentioned at all. Answering to 
meptxeadaiay édnida gornpias, the Ephesian epistle has mepixehadaiav rod 
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certnpiov. Perhaps without attempting any minute application of the 

metaphor, we may still go so far as to recognize the common distinction 

of heart and head, the seat of the feelings and affections, and the seat of 
the intellect. Compare Philo Leg. AW. i. § 22 1. p. 57, ed. Mangey. 

The base of both passages is to be found in Isaiah lix. 17 évedvcaro 
Otxatocvyny os Odpaka kai mepteOero meptxeadaiay catnpiov emi tijs kepadijs. 

Compare also a kindred passage, Wisdom v. 17 sq Aqyyera: mavorXlav 

rév (Hdov avrov, kal dmAomoujoe THY Kriow eis dpvvav éxOpav. évdioerat 

Odpaxa Sixatocdyyy xai mepiOnoerar KépvOa Kpiow dvumdxptrov’ Arpyrerat 

doida dxarapdynrov cotdrnra, dévvei S€ dwcropoy dpyiy eis poudatay x.1.d. 

The language of St Paul is loosely imitated by Ignatius Polyc. 6, who 

says 7 miotis ds mepixepadaia, 7 aydin as Sdpv, 7 Vropovy) ws wavorNia k.7.A., 

a passage which corresponds more closely to Ephes. vi. than to the verses 

under discussion. 

On the mention of the triad of Christian virtues, and the position 

occupied by éAmis see the note on i. 3. 

wlorews kal dydrys] For faith is not fulfilled except by love. For 
this connexion which exists between faith and love and thus accounts for 

their conjunction here, compare Gal. v. 6 miorts 80 dyamns évepyoupem 

(with the note). 

g. nm] ‘which hope is reasonable, for God appointed us not to wrath 

etc.’ 

els mepirolnrw owrnplas] This expression is capable of two interpre- 
tations. 

First, It may mean ‘for the acquisition of salvation, i.e. that we may 

obtain salvation, the mepuroincts being regarded as our own act. This 

has the advantage of simplicity here, as also in 2 Thess. ii. 14, Heb. x. 39, 

in which latter passage perhaps it is necessary. 

Secondly. It may be rendered ‘for the adoption of salvation, the 

mepuroinats being the act of God, and cwrypias signifying ‘ which consists 

in salvation.’ In favour of this may be urged the almost technical sense 

which the words mepuroveio Oat, mepuroinats bear in the New Testament, 

being used to denote the act of God in purchasing, or setting apart, for 

Himself a peculiar people. Compare Acts xx. 28 ryv éxeAnoiay rod cod, 

iv mepteroinoato Sia Tov aiparos rob iSiov, I Pet. ii. 9 Aads eds meperoinoty, 

and Ephes. i. 13, 14 éoppayio6nre...cis drokUTpwow ths mepuromoews (which 

passage is further useful as illustrating the use of the genitive cwrnpias 

here, see the note). Thus mepiroinots is almost equivalent to éxAoyy. 

See the Old Testament usage also, Isaiah xliii. 21 Nady pou dv mepteroty- 

oapny, Mal. iii. 17 kat €vovrai pot...eis mepuroinaw. On the LXX. equivalent 

of mbyp, which is rendered by the two phrases cis mepuroinow and 

mepiovaros, see the discussion on the words mepiovotos, meptovoracpos in 

Appendix I. of the work On a Fresh Revision of the English New 

Testament p. 260 sq (3rd ed. 1891). 

8d Tod Kup(ov k.1.A.] to be taken with eis mepuroinow owrnpias. 
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Io. This verse is remarkable as enunciating the great Christian 
doctrine of the Redemption, to which elsewhere there is no allusion in the 
Epistles to the Thessalonians, though it forms the main subject of 
St Paul’s teaching in the second chronological group of his Epistles. It 

is presented moreover, as it is there, in its double aspect: first, as 

implying an act on the part of Christ (rod dmodavévros epi jay); and 

secondly, as involving the union of the believer with Christ (iva...dua obv 

atré (jowpev). On this double aspect of the scheme of the Redemption, 

and on the position occupied by the doctrine in St Paul’s teaching 

generally, see Biblical Essays, p. 229 sq. 

Here the mention of it is important as showing that in his earliest 

writings this doctrine was present to St Paul’s mind, though he has 

busied himself generally in these Epistles with other matters. It was 

not therefore, as has been maintained, an aftergrowth of his maturer 

reflections. 
Tod dmolavéytos mepl pov] describing the means by which this sal- 

vation is obtained for us. As the preposition is zepi, not dvri, the sense 

of a vicarious death cannot be insisted upon here. It is otherwise in 

1 Tim. i1.'6 dods éavrév dvridvtpov imép wavrev, where see the note. But 
the whole passage points to the death of Christ as being the one essential 

act by which eternal life was purchased for us. On the fundamental 

difference between epi and vmép see the note on Gal. i. 4 rod Savros 
éavtov wept Td duaptiav nuov. Here, as there, there is a strongly sup- 

ported variant vmép; but mepi is read by SB, and should be preferred. 

etre ypnyopdpev etre kaledSopev] i.e. ‘whether we are alive or whether 
we are dead at the time of His appearing.’ In these words St Paul 

again reverts to the difficulty felt by the Thessalonians relative to the 

dead (iv. 13) whence this whole paragraph arose. Thus the resemblance 

to Rom. xiv. 8 day re obv (apev, édv Te droOvnoKwpey, Tod Kupiov éopér is 
rather one of expression than of substantial meaning. 

Observe in ypnyopaper, xadeddapev an entirely different application of 

the metaphor from that which applied to ver. 6. It is not now of the 

spiritual slumber that the Apostle speaks, but of the slumber of death. 

See the extract from Photius quoted on iv. 14 d:a rod “Inaod. 

etre] The use of ef with a subjunctive is extremely rare in Attic 

Greek, but becomes more common at a later epoch. A few authenticated 

instances may be produced from the New Testament : e.g. in the Pauline 

Epistles, Phil. iii. 11 «? mos xaravrnow (where see the note) and 1 Cor. 
xiv. 5 éxrés ef py Steppnvedy. In other alleged examples the future is 

probably to be read: e.g. Rom. i. 10, 1 Cor. ix. rr. Here however the 

subjunctive may perhaps be explained by a sort of attraction to the 

subjunctive ¢jowpev of the clause on which this depends. See Moulton 

in Winer § xli. p. 368, who explains the passage here as I have done. 
apa civ aire] ‘together with Him. “Aya can scarcely be separated 

from otv aire : see the note on iv. 17. 
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11. 88] ‘wherefore, referring to the main lesson of the paragraph 

(iv. 13—v. 11) respecting the condition of the dead at the coming of the 
Christ. This lesson has been accidentally summed up in the concluding 
words of the preceding verse, iva, elre ypyyopaGpev elre xadevdopev, dua cby 

aire (hooper. 

mapaxadetre] ‘comfort, not ‘exhort,’ this being in fact a reiteration of 
the precept in iv. 18. 

olkoSopetre] ‘edify, budld up,’ as a temple for the Holy Spirit ; see the 
note on 1 Cor. iii. 12. This metaphor runs throughout the different 

chronological groups of St Paul’s Epistles, the figure of a temple being 

applied sometimes to the individual believer (1 Cor. vi. 19), sometimes to 

the collective church, each individual being a stone in the building 
(Ephes. ii. 20—22). The passage last cited well illustrates the metaphor : 

see the notes there. 

els rv va] Compare 1 Cor. iv. 6. It is a rather late, though not 

unclassical, expression for dAAyAous (iv. 18), than which however it is 

somewhat stronger. The earliest writer in whom any analogous ex- 

pression seems to occur is Theocr. xxii. 65 eis évi xeipas detpov. The 

passages cited by Winer (p. 217) from Herod. iv. 50, and by Ellicott 

ad loc. from Plat. Legg. i. p. 626, are scarcely to the point. The oc- 

currence however of the phrase in classical Greek shows that it is not 

sufficient to explain the expression here and I Cor. iv. 6 els Umép rou évds 
as an Aramaism with Hoffmann (Gramm. Syr. 11. p. 330) and others; 

though this may account for the kindred phrase, Ezek. xxiv. 23 mapaxa- 

Réoere Exaoros roy adeAdoy avrov, which is a translation of nN by wir, 

and Jer. xxxi. (xxxviii.) 34, quoted in Heb. viii. 11. 

KaQds kal movetre] Compare iv. I, 10, where similar encouragement is 

given to the Thessalonians. St Paul again guards himself against 

seeming to rebuke, while he intends but to exhort. 

iv. Exhortation to orderly living and the due performance 

of social duties (v. 12—15). 

12, The thread of connexion with the last topic, though slender, may 

yet be traced. Having charged his converts to edify one another, the 

Apostle is reminded of those on whom the office of instruction especially 
devolved, and is led to speak of the duty of the whole body of Christians 

towards these their teachers. St Chrysostom however goes too far in 

representing the connexion with the preceding verses as one of contrast, 

as if St Paul would say, ‘while you edify one another, do not usurp the 

functions of your appointed ministers.’ Such an interpretation smacks 

rather of later ecclesiastical feeling, and is scarcely suited to the very 

primitive condition of the Thessalonian Church. The train of thought is 

rather a return to the subject of the restlessness of the Thessalonians 

connected with the immediate expectation of the Second Advent. 
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aSévar] ‘Zo now,’ with a pregnant meaning, i.e. ‘to see in their 

true character, to recognize the worth of, to appreciate, to value.’ 

Compare the expression eidévat Tov Gedy, eidévar rov warépa, and with the 

same meaning as here 1 Cor. xvi. 18 émtywookere ody rovs rotovrous. 

This sense of ‘appreciation’ probably underlies the verb eidévac in such 

passages as 1 Cor. il. 2 ov yap Expiva re eidévat év vpiv ef py Incotv Xpiorov, 

and 12 iva ciddpev Ta vad Tov Ccod xapioGévra nui». A similar phrase is 
found in Ign. Swmyrn. 9 kadds Eyer Gedy Kal emioxonov ecidévat. The 

Hebrew verb 7’ is used in the same sense, e.g. Job ix. 21. 

Tovs Komdvras...Kal mpoictapévous...kal vouSerowvras] The fact that 
the article is not repeated here before mpoiorayevovs and vovOerotvras 

makes it probable that some single office is thus designated. If so, it 

can scarcely be any other than that of the presbytery, which would 

involve all the duties specified in kxomi@vras, mpoicrapévous, vouberotvras, 

Compare especially 1 Tim. v. 17 of xadas mpoeotates mpeaBvrepor 

Serris Tipps dktoicOwoay, pddiora of Komidvres ev Ady Kai didackadia, 
(for there iseno reason for supposing that the offices of ruling and of 

teaching were in separate hands), and the functions of the émioxomo: (i.e. 
mpeaBurepor) as described in 1 Timothy and Titus. See Philippians 

p. 194 sq on these twofold duties of the presbyters. It is probable also 

that St Paul intended to designate the presbytery collectively in Ephes. 

iv. 11 under the term rots ¢ wousevas kal SudacKdAous, where again the 

article is not repeated before the second title. See the note on that 
passage, and compare Schaff History of the Apostolic Church, i. p.134 sq 

(1876). It is much more likely that local officers, such as the presbyters, 

are here intended, than any other spiritual functionaries, such as 

prophets or evangelists (Ephes. iv. 11, 1 Cor. xii. 28). 

We read of ‘presbyters’ in the church of Jerusalem, some seven or 

eight years before this time (Acts xi. 30). And on St Paul’s first Apostolic 

journey we find him ordaining elders in every church (Acts xiv. 23), 

though these churches had been only recently founded during this same 

journey, and can have been in existence only a few months at most. 

komiGvras] is a general term, which is further explained by mpoicra- 

pévous tuav and vovberovvras dpas, these two functions corresponding 

roughly to those assigned to the presbyters in Ephes. iv. 11 motmévas kat 

diSacxddous, the duties namely of ruling and of teaching. 

év Kuplw] to show that he is speaking here of their spiritual, not of 

their political rulers. 

13. Kal tyetrOar airods x.7.A.] The sentence may be taken in two 

ways, according as év dyday oY Umepexmeptoood is attached to nyetoOac— 

(1) ‘HyeioOa év dydmy ‘to hold (or to esteem) in love” This con- 

struction however is deficient in support. For Job xxxv. 2 ri rofro 

iyo ev kpice is a parallel in form only and not in meaning, jyjoo being 

there equivalent to ‘cogitasti’: and in Thuc. ii. 18 év dpyg ¢xew twa the 

parallelism vanishes in the difference of the verbs, for the real difficulty 
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here consists in attaching its proper significance to #yeto Ga: (‘to hold,’ in 

the sense of ‘to consider, regard’) in connexion with éev dyarn. 

(2) ‘HyeicOat vmepexmepiccod ‘to esteem very highly’—in which 

case jyeioOat assumes something more than a neutral meaning, and 

implies more or less the ‘looking with favour upon.’ Compare Thue. 

ii, 42 7d duivecOat kat mabciv pGddov rynodperor To evddvres odlerba 

‘preferring rather to suffer in self-defence etc.’; where, as here, #yeioda 

is found with an adverb. On the whole this interpretation is perhaps 

better than the former, but it were to be wished that other parallels 

could be produced. 

eipyvetere év éaxvtois] St Paul here glides off from special precepts 

into a general and comprehensive one. So below, ver. 14 paxpoupeire 

mpos mavras, Ver. 22 dro mavrés eiSous movnpou «.7-A. Perhaps the correction 

eipnvevere év avrois, which has the support of ND and was read by 
Chrysostom and Theodoret, arose from not appreciating this fact, and 

from a desire to restrict the precept to the matter in hand. At all 

events it can scarcely mean what it is interpreted by some to mean: ‘Be 

at peace in your intercourse with them’ (8a ro ¢pyov avrav eipyvevere év 

avrois Chrysostom, pi) dvridéyew Trois map’ adrav Aeyouévors Theodoret). 

14. ‘Topakadotpev & tpds «t.A.] The Greek commentators regard 

these exhortations as addressed to the presbyters ; but there is nothing in 

the form of the sentence to indicate this restriction. On the contrary the 

terms of the appeal are exactly the same as in ver. 12. Such a change of 

subject lays an undue stress on yas. 

In illustration of the three special points in this exhortation, we may 

refer (1) for vovBereire rovs draxrovs to 2 Thess. iii. 6, 11, and the note on 

iv. 11, where the nature of this drakia is discussed ; (2) for mapapvbciobe 

Tovs ddtyouxous to iv. 13, 18, and (3) for dvréyeoOe rév dobevay to 

lii. 3, 5 (see especially the note on caiveoOa). At the same time the 

exhortations do not apply to these alone; for there could be other 

disorderly members, others faint-hearted, and others weak in the faith, 

besides those who are hinted at in these passages. 

atdxrovs] is properly a military term, ‘one who leaves his rank.’ See 
the note on 2 Thess. iii. 6 drdaxras. 

6dryopsxous] Compare Lxx. Is. Ivii. 15; Ecclus. vii. 10, Prov. xviii. 14. 

doPevav] i.e. the spiritually weak ; as in Rom. iv. 19 py doGevjoas ri 
mioret, xiv. I, 2, I Cor. vili. 7—12, ix. 22. For the difference between 

doOevns and mrexos see the note on Gal. iv. 9. 

dvréxeoGe] ‘lay hold of, i.e. ‘remain firm towards, stand by, give 
support to.’ The word is used of the man who endeavours to serve two 
masters ‘he will hold to the one’ (évés dvéééera: Matt. vi. 24, Luke 
xvi. 13): so of steadfastness to doctrine (Tit. i. 9). 

15. For this passage compare Rom. xii. 17—19, 1 Pet. iii. 9, The 
repetition of the phrase pi dmodidovar kaxéy dvri xaxod in all three passages 
would seem to point to some saying of our Lord as the original. 
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74 dyaQsv] Not ‘what is absolutely good, good in a moral point of 
view,’ which would be 76 xaddv; but what is beneficial, as opposed to 
xaxov in the sense of injury or harm. See iii. 6, and the note on ayabny 
there; also the contrast below, ver. 21 ré kaddv xaréyere. 

els dddijAous Kal els mévras] ‘to the Christian brotherhood and to 
mankind generally.’ Compare iii. 12, iv. 9 with the notes. On the 
heathen view of retaliation, of which the exhortation above is the direct 
denial, see Soph. Antig. 643, 4 ws Kal rov éxOpdy dvrayiywvrat xakois, Kal 
rov hiroy rysdow €& ivov marpi. 

v. Injunctions relating to prayer and spiritual matters 
generally (v. 16—22). 

16. mdvrore xalpere] This precept again may have been suggested 
by the preceding, though the connexion between the two is not very 

close. The maxim of universal well-doing just enunciated leads the 

Apostle’s thoughts to the frame of mind which naturally results from it. 

There is something startling in the command mdvrore yaipere. It is 

strange that the disciples of Him, Who was preeminently ‘a man of 
sorrows and acquainted with grief,’ should be bidden to ‘rejoice always.’ 

Yet ‘joy’ is elsewhere no less distinctly attributed to the Christian 

character—‘joy in the Holy Ghost’ (Rom. xiv. 17). Admitted to a fuller 

insight into the dispensations of providence, the Christian sees the token 

of God’s goodness in all things, even in persecution and sickness. This 

is a never-failing source of joy to him. On the other hand, it may be said 

no less truly that sorrow is especially the Christian’s heritage. For with a 

fuller sense of the exceeding sinfulness of sin, of the fearful significance of 

death, he has more abundant matter for sorrow in the scenes amidst which 

he moves, than those whose convictions are lessdeep. Yet the two attitudes 

are not antagonistic. They may, and do, coexist. How much of the 

purest joy is mingled with the most heartfelt sorrow in the higher types 
of Christian mourning! On this injunction to rejoice see further on Phil. 

ii. 18, iii. 1, iv. 4. 

17. dStadrelrrws mporebxere] It is not in the moving of the lips, but 
in the elevation of the heart to God, that the essence of prayer consists. 

Thus amidst the commonest duties and recreations of life it is still 

possible to be engaged in prayer. And in this sense the command to 

pray without ceasing must receive its noblest and most real fulfilment ; 

for though from a necessary condition of our nature the duty of expressing 

our aspirations to God in words is laid upon us, yet this is only as a means 
to an end or as the letter to the spirit. It is in the spirit alone that it is 

possible to ‘pray without ceasing.’ Origen remarks characteristically, 
mepl edyfis 12, dduadeintas mpocevxerat...6 cantar tois S€ovow epyous THY 

evyny Kai rH edxh Tas mperovoas mpdkets, ovTe yap povws 7d ddiadeimros 

L. EP. 6 



82 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. [V. 17. 

mpooevyecbe exdéEacbar Suvapeba os Suvarov dv eipnyevov, et mavra tov Biov 

Tov dylov play cuvamropémmy peyddAny elromev edynv «7.A. See the whole 

passage, and compare Tertullian de Oratione, 29. 

dSiarelrras] This adverb occurs above, i. 2, ii. 13, and Rom. i. 9: the 

adjective, Rom. ix. 2, 2 Tim. i. 3. Both are peculiar to St Paul in New 

Testament writings. The adverb however is found four times in the 
Maccabees (e.g. 1 Macc. xii. 11, 2 Macc. iii. 26), and there only of the 
LXX. The form, which is a late one, occurs in Plutarch more than once, 

e.g. ad Afoll. 10 (p. 106 E), 37 (121 E), the adverb being frequently 

applied to military attack, e.g. Josephus B. F. v. 6. 4,7. 2 etc. St Paul’s 

employment of the words made them popular in early Christian writings, 

and the expression ddia\cirras mpooetyecOa: is found in Ignatius (ZA. 10, 

comp. Polyc. 1 mpocevyais oyodale ddiadeinrois) and Hermas (S727. ix. 11.7 
dotadeinrws mpoonvyopuny). 

18, év mavtl ebxapurretre] ‘22 every thing give thanks’; for there is 
no event of our lives, which has not its bright side as well as its dark; 
no incident which may not be turned to good account, and therefore 

nothing for which we have not reason to thank God, if we view it in a 
right spirit. 

This is one form of St Paul’s constant practice of referring all our 

thoughts and actions, all the dispensations of providence, to the glory of 

God, as their ultimate end and aim: e.g. Rom. xv. 6, 7, 1 Cor. x. 31, 

Ephes. i. 6, 12, 14. For what is thanksgiving but a recognition of His 

Majesty, and a tribute to His divine power? This is St Paul’s view 

markedly in 2 Cor. iv. 15, ix. 11, 12, On evyapiorety see the note 

on i. 2. ; 

roto yap] It is difficult to decide whether rodro refers to the three 
preceding precepts, or to the last only. But as these three precepts are 

so closely connected together both in form and in purport, it is perhaps 

better to include them all under roiro. 

&y Xpior$ "Inrot] ‘For the will of God is manifested in Christ, not 

only by His life and death in the flesh, but also because through Him all 

God’s government of the world (whether moral or physical) is carried on.’ 
See John i. 3, 18. 

els tas] ‘to you-ward.’ 
19. Td mvetpa ph oBévyure] Having dwelt on duties which are 

especially of a spiritual character, St Paul naturally turns to speak of 
the obligations of his converts to the Holy Spirit generally. 

It has been thought strange however that the exhortation not to 

‘quench the Spirit’ should be needed. On the contrary, much more 
danger might reasonably be apprehended from an unchastened enthusiasm 

in the first flush of their devotion to the Gospel. To meet this difficulty 

it is supposed that a reaction had taken place among the more sober- 

minded against the spiritual dragia which beset the Church, and that 

among such there was a disposition to disregard the gifts of the Spirit, 
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It is perhaps better however to give the exhortation a wider signifi- 

cance. We need not assume a direct reference to the special manifes- 

tations (yapiopara) of the Apostolic age. The meaning may well be: 

‘Quench not the Spirit, whether by carelessness, or hardness of heart, or 

immorality.’ Compare Ephes. iv. 30 kal pi) Aumeire To mvetpa Tb ayvov Tod 

Geod, ev @ eoppayicOnre x.t.A. In this case we need not seek to account 
for the precept in any special circumstances of the Thessalonian Church, 

and we may compare the Apostle’s injunction to Timothy dvapipyyoko ce 

dvatwmupeiv Td xdpiopa Tod Ocod (2 Tim. i. 6). Bengel’s view is not quite 
clear. He begins: ‘7d mvetpa sfiritum i.e. charismata.’ In the next 

note however he appears to give a wider interpretation to the metaphor : 

‘spiritus, ubi est, ardet: ideo non exstinguendus, nec in nobis, nec in 

aliis.’ 
20. From the general mention of the Spirit, the Apostle passes on to 

speak of one of the special gifts of the Spirit. 

mpopytelas pi} eovdevetre] It would seem that there was the same 

tendency among the Thessalonians to underrate ‘prophecy’ in comparison 

with other more striking gifts of the Spirit, which St Paul condemns in 
writing to the Corinthians. See especially 1 Cor. xiv. 1 (yAovre ra 

mveupatikd, paGdXov dé iva mponrevnre, 2—5, 22, 24, 25, 39. 

In the words mpognu, mpodyrns, mpopyreia etc., according to their 
classical usage, the meaning is that of forth-telling rather than of fore- 
telling. The mpodyrns was one who pronounced or enunciated to men 
the will or command of the deity whose minister he was. Though he 

might at times be charged with the prediction of future events, as the 

manifestation of that will, and thus be a ‘prophet’ in the common 

acceptance of the term, still this was only an accident of his office. The 

Hebrew term zadéz (which is translated by mpopyrns in the LXX.) originally 

signified nothing more, though the idea of prediction is most frequently 

associated with it. See Gesenius s. v. x’2) and especially Stanley’s 

Jewish Church (first series), Lecture xix. p. 415 sq. In the New 

Testament the notion of foretelling is kept in the background; rarely 
appearing (as Acts xi. 28 of Agabus), except in reference to the prophets 

of the Old Dispensation. When any of these words are used by St Paul 
of the special gift of the Spirit, there is not the slightest allusion to the 

anticipation of future events. ‘ Prophesying’ is closely connected with 

‘praying’ (1 Cor. xi. 4, 5). ‘He that prophesieth, speaketh unto men 

edification and exhortation and comfort’ (zd. xiv. 3). The conviction of 

sin, the manifestation of the secrets of the heart, are attributed to this 

gift as its work (2d. xiv. 24, 25). Prophecy is in short the impassioned 

and inspired utterance of the deep things of God. 

The Greek mpodyreia is sometimes rendered in the Authorized Trans- 

lation by ‘prophecy,’ sometimes by ‘prophesying.’ In this passage all 

the early English Versions seem to have ‘prophesyings.’ And the word 
would convey quite the correct idea, as it was used in the English of the 

6—2 
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time. The religious revivals or ‘ prophesyings’ of the reign of Elizabeth 

are a matter of history, and Taylor’s Liberty of Prophesying is a store- 

house of information as regards the interpretations put upon the word 

and idea in his own and in earlier times. 

21, mdvra S& Soxdtere] ‘yet at the same time prove, test, all things’: 

i.e. ‘do not be led away by counterfeits.’ The disjunctive particle d¢ is 

almost necessary for the sense; and, where omitted, as in AN, may 

have been absorbed in the following syllable. 

‘The simple fact of a preternatural inspiration is not enough to 
establish the claims of a spirit to be heard. There are inspirations from 
below as well as from above.’ With such a conviction at least the 

injunction here is given, and St John says more explicitly yy mavzi 

mvevpate miorevere, GAAG Soxipacere Ta Mvevpata ei ex TOU Oeod cori, dre 

moAdol pevdorpopirae éEeAnAvGaow els rév kécuor (1 John iv. 1). And 

such also is the universal language of the early Church in relation to 

spiritual manifestations. Witness the case of miracles to which Justin 
Martyr makes allusion (Ao/. 1. § 14, Txypho §§ 7, 69, 85). 

The test, of which St Paul speaks here, however, is not that of an 

intellectual criticism or a balance of evidences. He is contemplating not 

so much a logical as a spiritual criterion. It is by a spiritual standard 

that things spiritual are to be tried (avevparixois mvevparixa cuvepivorres 

1 Cor. ii. 13 and see the whole passage in which this expression is 

embedded). The discrimination of spirits (Stdxpiois mvevpdrwv) was no 

less a spiritual gift of the Spirit than ‘prophesying’ (apodnreéa) itself. 

See 1 Cor. xii. Io. 

awavta] Not mdvra ra mvevpara ‘all spirits,’ or ravra ra tis mpodnreias ‘all 

kinds of prophesyings’; but ‘all things whatsoever,’ for a general precept 

is required to introduce the following words ré kadév karéyere, amd mavros 
eiSous movnpov dméxeobe. The sentence might be paraphrased thus: 

‘Quench not the Spirit, nor despise prophesyings: but on the other 

hand do not rashly give heed without testing them. In fact test all 

things. This is an universal law from which spiritual experiences are 

not exempt.’ The possibility of a wevdompopyreia (see Chrysostom) is 

alluded to also in the Second Epistle (2 Thess, ii. 2 pyre dia mvevparos 

pyre Oia Adyou pyre SC emictodjs os d¢ nucy). Thus the admonition, 

though called forth to meet the special case of spirits, assumes a general 

form. 

Soxipdtere] ‘Zest,’ a metaphor probably derived from assaying precious 
metal, as the word is frequently used in this sense; e.g. Isocrates Pana- 

then. p. 240 D rov xpuody Oewpotpey cal Soxiudtonev erepa mapaderkvvovres. 

The metaphorical use also is classical; e.g. Plato Resp. viii. p. 546 E ap- 

xovres ov mavu uAakixol KaTacTicovrat pos TO SoKywdcerv ra ‘Howddov Te kat Ta 

map vpiv yer, Xxpvoody Te Kal dpyupouy Kai xadkody kat otdnpovv, Xen. Cyrop. 

viii. 4. 30 etc. From this notion of ‘proving’ come the further ideas of 

‘approval’ (Plutarch Mor. p. 18 F ratra ovk érawodvres odd€ Soxtpatorres), 
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of ‘choice, selection’ (Plut. de Justit. p. 3 D omovdaious tirbas Soxipaoréov 

eori), and of ‘expression of an opinion’ (Thuc, ii. 35 éme:d9 rots méAat 

otras eSoxiudodn Tatra KaAds éyew). All these senses, except the last, 

occur in the New Testament (see Trench WV. 7. Syn. § Ixxiv. p. 278 sq.) ; 

viz. ‘testing’ (1 Cor. iii. 13), ‘approving’ (1 Thess. ii. 4), ‘ choosing’ (Rom. 
i. 28); and there is perhaps a further sense of ‘allowing, suffering’ (Rom. 

xiv. 22). See the note on ii. 4 dedoxipdopeda. 

The passage under consideration has been not inaptly connected by 
early Christian writers with the saying traditionally attributed to our 

Lord, though not contained in the canonical Gospels, yiverde Soxipor 
tpareCirat, a saying which is well supported by external testimony and 

bears in itself the marks of genuineness (see Westcott, Jutroduction to 

the Study of the Gospels, p. 453 sq. ed. 5). The one passage is rarely 

quoted without the other, and the two were so closely associated in the 
mind of early writers that Dionysius of Alexandria for instance (in Euseb. 

vil. 7) quotes the second as an ‘apostolic saying’ (dmocroAtky hwv7), and 
Cyril of Alexandria (Com. i Jsaz. iii. 4, p. 56) cites it as from St Paul 

yiveoOe Soxoe rpareirac: mavra Soxmatere, ro Kadbv Karéxere (and So again 

Com, in Johan. lib. Iv. ch. v. p. 407, though not of. cz. lib. IV. ch. iii. 

p- 374). In the same way Clement of Alexandria (Strom. i. 28. 177, 

p- 425 Potter), though he does not name the author, connects it with the 

context here. Basil also (Com. in Isat. v. 20, p. 503) with an obvious 

reminiscence of the saying writes Soxivou tpameCirov (€orl) rd kaAov KaTéxely 

dro S€ mavros eiSovs movnpod améxerOa, deriving the context from this 

epistle : compare also zz grinc. Proverb. § 6, p. 103, where 1 Thess. v. 
is again quoted. Sotoo Athanasius (Hom. zn Matth. xxi. 8, 11. p. 662), 

Ambrose (Com. in Luc. i. 1, p. 1265) and others. Cyril of Jerusalem also 

(Catech. vi. 36), who converts it into the singular yivou Soxipos tpare(irns, 
continues in the language of the Epistle ro xaAov xaréyov dd mavtos eiSous 
movypow ameyopevos. On the other hand, Origen ascribes the saying to 

our Lord by name and connects it with St Paul’s teaching (22 Evang. 

Johan. xix. Il. p. 153 ed. Lommatzsch), rnpovvroy riy éevrodjy “Incod 

Réyovoay Aoxipou tpametirar yiveoOe: Kal rv TlavAov didSaxnv pacxortos 

Tldvra Soxwatere, ro Kahdv xatéxere, do mayros eidous movypod dméxecbe, 

and he is followed in this ascription by Cassianus (Cod/az. i. 20, p. 186), 

Cwsarius and others. Epiphanius (Haer. xliv. 2, p. 382) gives Apelles 

as his authority for the attribution of the saying to our Lord; while in 

the Pistis Sophia the utterance is our Lord’s to the Virgin Mary, but it is 
followed as usual by the Pauline admonition ‘bonum suscipite, malum 
ejicite’ (ed. Schwartz and Petermann 1851, p. 353). In the Clementine 

Homilies it is quoted no less than three times (Clem. Hom. ii. 51, iii. 50, 

xviii. 20), and in every case is ascribed to our Lord by the interlocutor 

St Peter; in the Syriac Dédascalia Apostolorum edited by Lagarde 

(p. 42) it is included among the admonitions to bishops, and it reappears 

in the Afostolical Constitutions (ii. 36). 
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Td Kaddv Karéxere] ‘hold fast the good’ The metaphor of assaying 
coin, which was discernible in Soxid¢ere, is not to be pressed upon these 

or the following words. The expression is quite general, and none of the 

terms used have any connexion with money. 

Td xadév is used in Aristotle in two distinct senses arising from the 

twofold aspect of the word physical and moral; e.g. Arist. Red. i. 7. 24, 

Pp. 1364 7d Kaddy dorw Hror TO Od 4 7d Ka avrd aiperdv. In the moral 
aspect of the word, with which alone we are concerned here, it differs 

from rd dyaééy in that it regards the good in itself, r6 dya0év rather in its 
results, Arist. Rhet. i. 9. 3, p. 1366 kadov dor 6 dy B¢ avré aiperay dy 
éraweréy 7. Contrast with this Plato Higp. Major 296 E rot dyaboi ap’ 
airtéy éort TO Kaddy and the whole passage. This distinction between the 

two adjectives is common in the classics; e.g. Xen. Memor. iii. 5. 28 xai 

oo. Kady tora Kai TH moAet dyabov. Hence the definition of the two 

qualities which combined make up the true gentleman (rév xaddv 

kdyabdy), where 76 pev kados én ris €v cadpare dpas’ ro dé dyabos emt THs év 

apuyn (Suidas) has no application here. 

Perhaps it is not merely idle fancy to dwell on the change of expres- 

sion from ré xaddv ‘the good’ to wavros eiSous moynpot ‘every evil form, or 

every form of evil’; for ‘the good’ is one and the same essentially, while 

vice is manifold and variable. The change would suggest itself instinc- 

tively to the writer. Comp. Arist. £¢h. Nic. ii. § 5, 1X. p. 32 ert ro pev duap- 

rdvew moddaxas éoriv (rb yap Kaxdy Tod dareipov, as of TvOaydperot eikafor, Td 

& dyaboy rod memepacpévov), rd dé karopGotv povayds. 

22. dd mavrds elSous wovypod] In the interpretation of this phrase 

two questions arise; /i7s¢, what is the meaning of eiSous, and secondly, is 

movnpov to be taken as an adjective with etdous, or as a substantive after 
it? As the answer to the first question seems to depend in some measure 

on the solution of the second, the second will best be considered first. The 

absence of the article before roympov is in itself no argument against 
the word being taken substantively. Compare Plato Resf. ii. 358 C rpirov 

eidos dyabod, Heb. v. 14 mpés Staxpiow kadov re kal xaxov, Gen. ii. 9. But 

though zoyvnpod might without offence be taken as equivalent to movnpias 

in the expression wav cidos wovnpov, the case is somewhat different in 

mavros eiSovs movypod where such a construction would sever rovnpod from 

the preceding genitive with which we instinctively connect it. Tovnpod 

is therefore probably an adjective with ci8ovs. For the order compare 

Rom. iii. 4 was avOpwros Wevdorns, Ephes. i. 3 év wdon evroyia mvevparixf, 

iv. 29, 1 Tim. v. 10, 2 Tim. ii. 21, iii. 16, 17, Tit. i. 16, ili. 1, and especially 

2 Tim. v. 18 picerai pe o Kuptos dard mavrés épyou moynpov. For the first 

part of the expression Epis¢. Vien. e¢ Lyon. wav eidos dvediopot (Routh 

R. S. 1. p. 296). On the whole question of the use of [6] sovnpés in the 
New Testament see Appendix II. ‘on the Last Petition of the Lord’s 

Prayer’ printed in A Fresh Revision of the English New Testament, 314 

ed., 1891, p. 269 sq., especially p. 277 where this passage is referred to. 
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EidSovs may mean either (1) ‘the outward form,’ ‘that which is presented 

to view,’ ‘appearance’; in this sense without any notion of unreality, 
comp. Luke ili. 22, ix. 29, John v. 37, and so probably 2 Cor. v. 7, &a 

miorews...ov dia eiSovs. Or it may mean (2) ‘appearance,’ i.e. semblance, 

as opposed to the reality, as the E. V. seems to take it, i.e. not only were 

they to abstain from any actual evil, but from anything which men might 

consider evil, and which might thus give offence, see 2 Cor. viii. 21 

mpovoodpev yap Kaha ov povoy évadmtov Kuptov dAda kal évedmov dvOpdrav. 

This interpretation however lays a stress upon eiOovs which there is 

perhaps nothing in the context to justify. (3) We may translate the 

word ‘sort, kind, species’ comparing Joseph. Azz. x. 3. I wav eidos 

movnptas and the passage from the letter of the Churches of Vienne and 

Lyons quoted above. Eidos will thus be used in its very frequent quasi- 

philosophical sense ; for it would be absurd to assign to the word here its 

strictly technical meaning of ‘species’ as opposed to ‘genus’ (see Grote, 
Plato 1. 467). In support of the first interpretation is the fact that it is 
more in accordance with the usage of eiSos elsewhere in the New 

Testament ; and if wompod is to be taken as an adjective, this seems to 

be decisive in its favour, at least as against the last of the three 

alternatives. 

23. adrds 86 Oeds] ‘Yet without God all your strivings will be in 

vain: therefore I pray that God Himself may interpose to sanctify you.’ 

The particle 6¢ recals the minds of his hearers to the true Author and 
Source of all spiritual progress. For the expression see the note on iii. 11. 

tijs elpyvns] God is further specified as the God of peace, inasmuch 

as peace is the end and fulfilment of all blessings. 

édorekeis] This word is sometimes taken as equivalent to dAovs, in the 
sense of ‘every part of you.’ But though spas édovs might bear this 

meaning, it will not apply equally well to duas cAoredeis, for dAoreAcis not 

only implies entirety (which exhausts the meaning of édovs), but involves 

the further idea of completion. It is therefore better to consider édoredcis 

as proleptic, in the sense of dare cdoreXeis civar ‘may He sanctify you so 
that ye be entire,’ in a qualitative rather than a quantitative sense. The 

connexion with what follows is then: ‘May God not only make you 

perfect, but keep you so.’ ‘OdoreAeis occurs in Plut. Mor. 909 B, and 

édoreAds in Aquila’s version of Deut. xiii. 17. 

6\éKAnpov] The distinction between this word and réAewos is traced by 
Trench WV. 7. Syz. § xxii. p. 74. sq. The two adjectives occur together in 

James i. 4. While cAckAnpos denotes the presence of all the parts, 

rédevos signifies the full development, perfect growth of the whole. Like 

réAeos the epithet dAd«Anpos is applied especially to sacrifices; e.g. Philo 

de Vict. § 4 (11. p. 240 ed. Mangey) évoiay ddoxdyjpe@ Kal mavredei (Be@) under 

emibepopérny ris Ovnris pidavutias oAdKAnpov Kal mavredh, 20. § 14, p. 250 GAd- 

kAnpoy kal ravreAh didbecw, Hs} OhdKavros Ovoia cupBoror, de Agricult, § 29, 
I. p. 320, Cherub. § 28, in all of which passages 6Ad«Anpos and wavrehi}s occur 
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together. So also de Vict. Of §1, 11. p. 251 and Plato Ti1. 44 C ohoxAnpes, 

byufs re mayrehds, and doubtless St Paul had here also the image of a 

sacrifice in his mind. Compare Rom. xii. I. 

‘OAdKAnpov is to be taken with rnpydeiy ‘be preserved entire’; not as the 

E. V. ‘your whole spirit,’ which is objectionable both on account of the 

order of the words and also as identifying 6AdxAnpoy in meaning with 

OXov- 
The epithet, though applying to the three substantives by a sort of 

attraction, agrees with the first only. This peculiarity of construction, 

together with the fact of the singular verb rnpdein, expresses the integrity 

of each part separately. 

7d mvedpa Kal  Puxi Kal 73 cSpa] Human nature is most frequently 

spoken of in the New Testament as consisting of two parts—the flesh, or 

body, and the soul, or spirit—i.e. the material and the immaterial part. 

Thus, for example, in Matt. x. 28 the opposition is odya, woxy; in 

Rom. viii. 10, 13, 1 Cor. v. 3, vil. 34, James ii. 26 capa, mvedpa; in 

2 Cor. vii. 1, Matt. xxvi. 41, John vi. 63, Rom. i. 3, vili. 4 sq., 1 Cor. v. 5, 

Gal. iii. 3, v. 16 sq., vi. 8, Col. ii. 5, 1 Pet. iii, 18 cdp& and mvevpa; in 

Rom. vii. 25 capé and vois. But sometimes, as here, a tripartite division 

is recognized, cdpa, yvx7 and mvedua; the immaterial part being sub- 

divided into the lower part, yrux7, including the feelings, impulses etc., 

and the ruling faculty, the mveipa (sometimes vois), by which alone 

communication is maintained with God. Yuy7 and rvetpa are distinguished 

in Hebr. iv. 12 dyps pepiopod uxis Kal mvevparos (see also Phil. i. 27), and 

Wuxcxds is markedly opposed to mvevyarikos as the natural to the spiritual 
in 1 Cor. ii, 14 sq., xv. 44—46. And not in St Paul only; compare also 

James iii. 15, ovk...4 copia dvobey karepyopern adn’ émiyetos, uxexy, Jude 19 
ovrol claw uxtxol, mvedpa py éxovres: and in the Old Testament, Ecclus. 

v. 2 pr éEaxodovder th Wux7y cov Kal TH ioxvi cov, Tov mopever Oar ev émOupias 

xapdias gov, and xviii. 30. 

Such a threefold division of the nature of man is not peculiar to 

Christianity. It appears in the heathen philosophers, as for instance in 

Plato Tima@us 30 B vovv pev ev yoyn, puxny dé év copate Evnords To way 

Euverexraivero (6 eds), and in the Neoplatonists as Plotinus (see Nemesius 

ap. Wetstein) ; and in the Stoics (see Marc. Anton. iii. 16 cdpa, Wvyn, 
vous’ oaparos aiaOncets, Wuyijs oppal, vod Séypara k.T.d.). 

It was familiar also to Jewish speculators, whether of the Rabbinical 

type or of the Alexandrian School. See Eisenmenger’s Extdecktes 

Fudenthum t.,p. 887, cited by Ellicott. Philo indeed sometimes speaks 

of human nature as twofold, body and soul (or mind), e.g. Leg. Alleg. 
iii. § 55,1. p. 119 M. duo cory €€ av ovvécraper, Yuyn re Kal copa KT.d.5 

sometimes he subdivides the soul into three parts after Plato, the Noyexdv, 
the Ovyixdy and the émiOupytixoy (Adyos or vous, Ouuds, émtOupia), eg. 

Leg. Alleg. i. §§ 22, 23, 1. pp. 57, 58 (where there is a reference to Plato’s 

chariot in the Phedo), de Concupisc. § 2, 1. p. 350; sometimes he makes 
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four elements of man’s nature, de Somm. i. § 5,1. p. 624 odpa, aicbnors, 

Aédyos, vods. But he frequently considers the soul as composed of two 

parts, de Vict. § 5, 11. p. 241 7d ev Aoytxdy rijs Appevos yeveas earw, Sep voids 

kal Aoyiopds KekAnpwrat, Td Se Groyor ris yuvarxav, Smep Crayev aicOnors. 

The same is essentially the division in Fragm. 11. p. 668 M., though 

confusedly stated there. This would make human nature threefold. 

The division however is not exactly the same as in St Paul, inasmuch as 

atoOnos could scarcely fall under wuy7, but under odya as in Mare. 
Anton. lc. On Philo see Gfrérer Philo 1. c. xii. p. 373 sq. and Dahne 

Gesch. Darstell. a. jiid. alexr. Relig. Philos. 1. p. 317 sq. 
Weare not surprised to find that this threefold organization, sanctioned 

by such scriptural authority, was generally recognized by the Early 
Fathers. See especially Iren. v. 6 and Origen Comm. in Foann. ii. p. 433 

ed. Lommatzsch and other passages cited by Ellicott, pp. 169, 170. 
On the use to which Origen applied it see Neander, Church History I. 

p. 365 sq. (Bohn). When Apollinaris made it subservient to his own 

heresy (see Neander Iv. p, 101), it began to be looked upon with dis- 

favour. 

On the whole question see Ellicott’s Seymons v. and notes, Delitzsch 

Psychology, English version, p. 109 sq., Beck Bz6l. Seelenl., Introduction 

to the Epistles by a Bishop's Chaplain, p. 88, Trench NV. 7. Syn. § lxxi., 
and especially Olshausen de nature humane trichotomia given in his 
Opusc. p. 157. 

Even if it be granted that the Apostle here had no intention of laying 

down a metaphysical distinction, yet still less are the words here to be 

treated as a mere rhetorical expression. The spirit, which is the ruling 

faculty in man and through which he holds communication with the 

unseen world—the soul, which is the seat of all his impulses and affec- 

tions, the centre of his personality—the body, which links him to the 

material world and is the instrument of all his outward deeds—these 

all the Apostle would have presented perfect and intact in the day of the 

Lord’s coming. 

apépmrws}] is added to strengthen GAdKAnpoy typndein ‘be preserved 
entire beyond the reach of complaint.’ Méyudeo@ar (differing from péyew) 

signifies properly ‘to find fault with,’ i.e. ‘to blame as defective,’ and thus 
duéurres is appropriately used to define oAdxAnpo. 

é& 1] tapovelg] The preposition ev, where «’s might be expected, is 

probably to be explained by a brachylogy, ‘be preserved entire and be 

found so in the day etc’ Cf. 1 Cor. xi. 18 cuvepyopévov dary ey 

éxkAnoig. 

24. mores 6 kaddv ipds «.7.A.] ‘The fact that you were called by 

God to a knowledge of the Gospel should be an assurance to you that 

He is ready to sanctify and perfect you to the coming of the Lord. If 

His first work is rendered fruitless, it must be in spite of Him.’ 
6 kaddv tpas] ‘your caller} 6 xadGv, not 6 xadéoas, because the Apostle 
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is dwelling rather on the person, than on the act. See the similar 
expression in Gal. v. 8 (with the note). 

8s kal moujoe] ‘who besides calling you will also do it! The meaning 
of moujoe: is to be sought in the whole sentence from dydoa pas to 

ThpnOein. 

4. PERSONAL INJUNCTIONS AND BENEDICTION, v. 25—28. 

25. This and the remaining verses form a sort of postscript to the 

Epistle. See the note on ry émurrodny ver. 27. It is questioned whether 

vv. 26, 27 are addressed to the whole Thessalonian Church, or to the 

Elders only. This will depend in part on the meaning assigned to wavres 

of ddeAgot in these verses. If it is restricted to the Christians who were in 
the habit of assembling at Thessalonica, as in the case of the Colossian 
Epistle which was to be read by the Laodiceans (Col. iv. 16), then the 

injunction must be addressed to the Elders only ; if it signifies the whole 

body of Christians, then the entire church of Thessalonica may be 

addressed. But the latter interpretation of mdvres of ddeAgoi seems to 

be excluded by ev quAjpare ayio (ver. 26), which implies personal 

intercourse. Thus then, though there is no notification of the restriction, 

doracac Ge, évopxitw vas must refer solely to those to whom the letter was 

directly sent, i.e. probably the Elders. See verse 12. 

26. domdcace x.t.d.] The expression, as found elsewhere, is slightly 

different, domdcacbe dddnAous ev Pidrjpare dyig (Rom. xvi. 16, 1 Cor. xvi. 

20, 2 Cor. xiii. 12) or év @iAnuare adyamns (I Pet. v. 14); but in all these 

passages it occurs in close juxtaposition with personal salutations sent 

from the writer, or from his friends, to the Church addressed or to 

individual members of it. This fact perhaps points to a pregnant 

meaning in the expression as used here, ‘Salute all the brethren 

jrom me with a holy kiss, and let this kiss be a token of brotherly 

love among yourselves.’ There seems to be no direct reference to 

any liturgical rite, though the kiss of love would naturally be exchanged 

on the first day of the week, when they met together for prayer and for 

celebrating the Holy Communion. Hence it is not surprising that the 

‘holy kiss, thus accidentally connected with it in the first instance, 

should in the next age be incorporated in the eucharistic ceremony. 

See Justin Mart. AZol. i. 65 GhAndous PiArpare domaCéueba maverdpevor TOY 

evyav, Tertull. de Ora. 18 ‘osculum pacis, quod est signaculum orationis,’ 
and ad Uxor. ii. 4, Const. Apost. ii. 57 16 év Kupio idnua and viii. 11. 

Comp. Cyril of Jerusalem Cavech. xxiii., Myst. v. 3, Chrysost. passim e.g. 

Hom. xx. 7 Matth. p. 205, Clem. Alex. Paedag. iii. 11, § 81 (p. 301 ed. 
Potter) dyamn Sé ovx év idquare GAN ev edvoia kpiverar- of dé obdev GAN 4} 
prrjpare xaraopotcr ras éxkdyoias rb Pidodv evdov ovk Exovres adrd with 
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evident allusion to this custom. See on its use in the Eucharist Bingham 

Anz. viii. 10. 9, xv. 3. 3, and Stanley on 1 Cor. xvi. 20. It was also given 

at baptisms (Bingham xii. 4. 5), at the ordination of bishops (Bingham ii. 

II. Io) and priests (Bingham ii. 19. 17), and at espousals (Bingham xxii. 

3. 6). 
27. It has been found difficult to account for the strength of the 

Apostle’s language here. The explanation is perhaps to be sought, not in 

any supposed differences existing between the Elders and the laity of the 

Thessalonian Church (comp. vv. 12, 13) which might lead to the suppres- 

sion of the letter; but in a sort of presentiment or suspicion, which 

St Paul may be supposed to have entertained, that a wrong use might be 

made of his name and authority. Such a suspicion was entirely justified 

by subsequent occurrences (2 Thess. ii. 2; see Bzb/zcal Essays, p. 265 sq.), 

and doubtless sufficient grounds for it had already appeared. Hence 

it was of infinite importance that his views should be known to all. 

The same feeling is exhibited in the second Epistle in the Apostle’s 

anxiety to authenticate his letter (iii. 17). In its solemnity this closing 

adjuration may be compared with the eZ ris od @idei Tov Kuptor, fro 
dvaOepa of 1 Cor. xvi. 21, or Tod Aourod, Kérous por pndels mapexéro of 

Gal. vi. 17. 

évopx(tw] This, the better supported reading, is not found elsewhere 

except in a Cephallenian inscription, Boeckh C. /. G. I1. no. 1933, though 

évopkovy occurs in an obscure place (Schol. Lucian. Cazap/. 23). In Tobit 

ix. 20 the reading is évopxws. It is probably stronger than dpki¢w ‘1 

appeal to you by an oath, which occurs twice in the New Testament 

(Mark v. 7, Acts xix. 13) and is read by the bulk of manuscripts here. 

Thus the compound form will signify ‘I bind you by an oath. Of the 

forms dpxody and opxifew, the former is more strictly Attic, the latter 

belongs rather to late Greek. See Lobeck, Phryz. pp. 360, 361. 

viv émorodyy] ‘Zhe letter’ ; not ‘this letter’ (rjvde rhv), for the Epistle 
is regarded as already concluded, and these words occur in the postscript. 

Compare Rom. xvi. 22 éyad Téprios 6 ypawas thy émicroAny, Col. iv. 16. On 

the other hand in 1 Cor. v. 9 the sentence éypawa vpiv ev rq emuoroAW Cannot 

refer to the first epistle itself, occurring as it does in the main body of the 
letter. See the note there. On the significance of 2 Thess. iii. 14 dia rijs 

émuoroAjs see the note on the passage. 
28. The main body of the Epistle would probably be written by an 

amanuensis, and the Apostle would here take up his pen and add the 
benediction (7 yapis rod Kupiov x.r.A.) in his own handwriting. See the 
note on the conclusion of the Second Epistle. 

The salutation as here given may be regarded as the typical form in 

St Paul's Epistles. The longest form occurs in 2 Cor. xiii. 13, the 

shortest in most of the later Epistles as Colossians, 1 and 2 Timothy and 
Titus. In all however the ascription of grace is the leading feature. 

St Paul seems to have regarded this salutation as his characteristic token 
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(see 2 Thess. iii. 17); and it was adopted after him by those especially 

who were his companions or disciples, as by the inspired writer of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews (xiii. 25), and by Clement in his Epistle to the 

Romans. Compare likewise the conclusion of the Epistle of Barnabas 
6 Kupuos ris Ooéns Kai maons ydpitos pera Tov mvevparos Uuay. Afterwards it 

became the common salutation or benediction of the Church in her 

liturgies. 



THE EPISTLES OF ST PAUL. 

Il. 

THE SECOND APOSTOLIC JOURNEY. 

2. 

SECOND EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. 



YE MEN OF GALILEE, 

WHY STAND YE GAZING UP INTO HEAVEN? 

IN QUIETNESS AND IN CONFIDENCE SHALL BE YOUR STRENGTH. 

I SHALL SEE HIM, BUT NOT Now: I SHALL BEHOLD HIM, 
BUT NOT NIGH. 



ANALYSIS. 

I. SALUTATION. i. I, 2. 

Il. THANKSGIVING AND DOCTRINAL PORTION. i. 3—ii. 17. 

A general expression of thankfulness and interest, leading up to the 
difficulty about the Lord’s Advent. 

i. The Apostle pours forth his thanksgiving for their progress in the 
faith; he encourages them to be patient under persecution, 

reminding them of the Judgment to come, and prays that they 
may be prepared to meet it. i. 3—12. 

ii. He is thus led to correct the erroneous idea that the Judgment is 
imminent, pointing out that much must happen first. ii. r—12. 

iii. He repeats his thanksgiving and exhortation, and concludes this 
portion with a prayer. ii. 13—17. 

III]. HorTaToRy PORTION. iii, I—16. 

i. He urges them to pray for him, and confidently anticipates their 
progress in the faith. iii. 1—5. 

ii. He reproves the idle, disorderly and disobedient, and charges the 
faithful to withdraw from such. iii, 6—15. 

iii. Prayer to the Lord of Peace. iii. 16. 

IV. SPECIAL DIRECTION AND BENEDICTION. iii. 17, 18. 





CHAPTER I. 

1. SALUTATION, i. 1, 2. 

1,2. The commencement of this Epistle is identical with that of the 

former, except that in the first verse 7juéy is inserted here after arp! and 
in the second verse the clause do Ocod warpés...’Incov Xpiorov, which is 
more than doubtful in the first Epistle, is genuine here. For the expla- 

nation of these verses see the note on the opening of the first Epistle. 

z THANKSGIVING AND DOCTRINAL PORTION, i. 3—ii. 17. 

i. Encouragement to patience from thoughts of the Judgment 

to come (i. 3-12). 

3. ebxapirretv] See the note on 1 Thess, i. 2, 

Kabds afidv éorw] The addition of this phrase after deiAopey illus- 
trates St Paul’s vehemence of language, leading him to accumulate 

cognate expressions, where an ordinary writer would adopt a simple 
form ; compare e.g. Phil, i. 9, 14, 23, ii. 2, iii. 9, iv. 1, 2, 17 with the notes. 

Still the sentence is not strictly speaking pleonastic. We may say that 

édpeidopey points rather to the divine, xadds déidy or: to the human side 
of the obligation. We may paraphrase thus: ‘It is not only a duty, 

which our conscience prescribes as owed to God; but it is also merited 

by your conduct.’ In the words of our Anglican Liturgy, ‘It is very 

meet, right, and our bounden duty that we should at all times and in all 

places give thanks.’ As expressed in the Greek Liturgies the original of 
these words does not show much correspondence with the language of 

St Paul given above: see Swainson, The Greek Liturgées, 1884, pp. 28, 
80, 128, 267. 

ér\] Two grammatical questions arise here. First, Is éri to be taken 
with edyapioreiv dpeidoper, or with xadds a&tov dori? Secondly, if the 

former construction is to be preferred, has the conjunction a definitely 

L, EP. 7 
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causal signification ‘because,’ or is it merely objective describing the 

matter of edyapioreiv, ‘that’? In answer to the first question, we may 

say that cadds déidv dort seems to be parenthetical, so that dre is attached 

to evdxapioreiv dpeidouev. The flow of the language appears to require 

this connexion. There would be a certain halt in the sentence, if 

edyaptoreiy dpetdouev, the emphatic clause, were unexplained, and the 

explanation attached to the subordinate kaOds afiv govt. Besides, the 
construction of edyapuoreiv with dru is confirmed by the parallel passages, 

Rom, i. 8, 1 Cor. i. 4, 5. 

The second question is more difficult. The causal signification of drt 

runs almost imperceptibly into the objective. By translating the two 

into different words (‘ because’ and ‘ that’) in English, we give a distinct- 

ness to them which a Greek probably would not recognize. The only 

distinction in Greek can have been one of emphasis, the causal being the 

more emphatic, the objective the less so. As drs here seems to be very 

unemphatic, we may assume that it leans to the objective meaning, and 

is best translated by ‘that.’ On the other hand, if dr: were attached to 

xaOeds GEidy ears, it must signify ‘because.’ 

imepavédver] It has been thought that a reproof is implied in dmepav- 
&ave:, as if the Apostle would warn his converts that their zeal had outrun 

their discretion. Such however is not the necessary or even the general 

meaning of compounds with this preposition, as used by St Paul, see the 

note on 1 Thess. iii. 10 vepexmepioood. Nor indeed would he speak of 

any one as having an excess of faith, The words dmepavéave. and 

meovdter are carefully chosen ; the former implying an internal, organic 

growth, as of a tree; the other a diffusive, or expansive character, as of a 

flood irrigating the land. For St Paul’s habit of rapid transition in 
metaphor compare the note on Col. ii. 6 mepurareire éppifwpévor kat 
érrotkodopovpevot. 

Avgavew is elsewhere a transitive verb in St Paul, though generally 

intransitive in the other New Testament writers. The future intransitive 

avéjow in Ephes. iv. 15 may come from ava, which is also intransitive in 
Ephes. ii. 21. 

els dd\ijdovs] These words are perhaps better taken with m\covdtet 
than with 9 dydrn évés éxdorov mdvrey voy. Compare the phrase mepic- 

ceve eis twa in Rom. v. 15, 2 Cor. i. 5, Ephes. i. 8. 

4. Gore «.7.X.] In this clause St Paul loses sight of mAcovdte: 
aydnn, and dwells exclusively on the former head vmepavédver 4 riots. 

On the collocation of wioris and dydmn see the note on 1 Thess. i. 3. 
adrobs tpas] ‘we ourselves’; i.e. Paul, Silvanus and Timotheus, who, 

as the human instruments through whom this change had been wrought, 
would be backward to sound the praises of the Thessalonians, lest they 

should seem to be boasting of themselves. 

évxavxdc@a] Though supported by NABP only against the bulk of 
manuscripts, évxavyacOa, a word which occurs here only in the New 
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Testament, is the most expressive reading and is certainly to be preferred 

to the simple xavyaéoOa. The preposition of the compound corresponds 

to év duiv, not to ev rais éxkAnoias. In other words it describes the 

sphere of the boasting of St Paul and his companions. Compare évorxeiv 
év (2 Cor. vi. 16), évdnueiv év (2 Cor. v. 6), éupévew ev (Heb. viii. 9); but 

évepyew ev is somewhat different, see the notes on Phil. ii, 13, Gal. ii. 8. 

év tats éekAnolas] As St Paul, after leaving Macedonia, seems not to 

have travelled out of the province of Achaia before writing this letter, he 
must here allude chiefly to the Church of Corinth and the affiliated 

communities, see 2 Cor. i. 1 ri éxxAnola rod Geod rH oven év Kopivdo ovv 
Tois aylots macy Trois ovow év dAy TH "Axala, though by letter and by other 
than direct personal communication he may have boasted also to distant 
churches. See the note on 1 Thess. i. 8. 

Polycarp undoubtedly had this passage in mind, when, writing to the 

Philippians, he says ‘Ego autem nihil tale sensi in vobis vel audivi, in 
quibus laboravit beatus Paulus qui estis in principio epistolae eius 
{comp. 2 Cor. iii. 2): de vobis etenim gloriatur in omnibus ecclesizs, quae 
solae tunc Dominum cognoverant’ (PAzi/p. 11). A little lower down he 

quotes 2 Thess. iii. 15. He may have confused the Epistles to Philippi 

and to Thessalonica ; or, as Wordsworth suggests, he may have ‘regarded 

the Epistles to Thessalonica, the capital of Macedonia, as addressed to 
all the Macédonian Churches, and therefore to Philippi.’ 

mlorews] ‘fazth, which was especially manifested in their patient 
endurance under affliction. ‘Ymouovy is generally connected with éAmis 

{see on 1 Thess. i. 3), but here with wioris. The line of separation between 

the two is not easily drawn. 

Sreypots, OAtpeorv] The former is a special term for external persecu- 

tions inflicted by the enemies of the Gospel; the latter is more general, 

and denotes tribulation of any kind. See the notes on 1 Thess. i. 6, iii. 2, 

Phil. i. 17. 
ats dvéxerQe] The construction of dvéyerOa: with a dative is quite 

possible (see Eur. Androm. 980 Evpdopais 8 Averyounv) ; but we have here 

doubtless an attraction for as or rather dv dvéyeobe, the genitive being the 

case with which the verb is always found in the New Testament; e.g. 

2 Cor. xi. 1, 19, Eph. iv. 2, Col. iii. 13. 
The first Epistle speaks of the persecutions attending their first 

acceptance of the Gospel as past, i. 6, ii. 14. Here the Apostle alludes, 

not perhaps to any fresh definite outbreak of rigorous persecution, but 

rather to the daily trials which as Christians they had to endure. 

5. evBerypa tis Sixalas kplrews «.7.X.] For the sentence compare 

Phil. i. 28 cat wi} mrupdpevor ev pydevi dnd ray avriKeyevov Aris éoriy 
atvrois évderéts dwo@deias, tpdy dé cwrnpias, kal TovTo dd Ocod: Sre 

dpiv éxapicbn rd tmép Xpeorod, od povoy Td els adrév morevew, dda Kal Td 
tmép avrod macyery, another point of coincidence between the Thessa- 

jonian and Philippian Epistles. See the notes on 1 Thess. i. 1 IavAos, 2. 

7~2 
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This parallel passage shows that evdevyya ris Sixaias kpicews here 

refers not to their being subject to persecution (i.e. not to ais dvéyerOe 

solely), but to their atéence under persecution, i.e. to the whole sentence 

dmép Tis Uropovijs...avéxerOe. It still however remains a question whether 

évOevypa is a nominative or an accusative case. If itis a nominative, the 

sentence is elliptical, and may be supplied érz (or dmep) éore évderypa on 

the model of the passage from the Philippians. But the word is more 

probably an accusative by a loose sort of construction not without a 

parallel in classical writers, the sentence with which it is in apposition 

having assumed an objective form. Compare Rom. xii. 1 rv Aoytny 
Aarpeiav, 1 Tim. ii. 6 ro papripioy xatpois idiots. Winer however (§ lix. 
p. 669) prefers to consider evdevypa a nominative. 

What then is meant by the d:xaia kpiots of God? and what is the 
evdevrypa of it? The d:xaia xpiots involves (1), and prominently, the law of 

compensation by which the sufferers of this world shall rest hereafter 
and the persecutors of this world shall suffer hereafter. Compare our 

Lord’s saying in the parable (Luke xvi. 25): ‘Thou in thy lifetime 

receivedst thy good things, and likewise Lazarus evil things : but now he 

is comforted, and thou art tormented.’ Contrast the offensive form in 
which the thought is expressed in Tertullian (de Sfectac. 30 praesides 

persecutores dominici nominis saevioribus quam ipsi flammis saevierunt 
insultantibus contra Christianos liquescentes, and the whdle chapter). 
But (2) the simple suffering does not in itself constitute a claim to future 

joy. The suffering must come of faith. The sufferer must endure for the 
kingdom of God’s sake (vmép 7s kal maoyere). 

The évderyya, the ‘evidence’ or ‘token’ of this first judgment of God, 

is found in the confident endurance and patient waiting of the Thessa- 

lonians. This strong practical belief in the judgment was fro tanto a 

proof of its truth, Compare the parallel expression in the Philippian 
Epistle (1.c.) wrupdpevoe ev pndevi...iris éoriv evberkis wr. A. 

év8eypa] This word occurs here only in the New Testament. On 

the analogy of other substantives in -ua formed from the passive perfect, 

@Sevypa must have a passive sense. It must signify not ‘a thing proving,’ 

but ‘a thing proved,’ ‘a proof’ See the note on wAjpaua Colossians 

Pp. 257 sq., where other examples of this form are adduced. On the other 

hand édeéis, which is more usual with St Paul (Rom. iii. 25, 26, 2 Cor. 

viii. 24, Phil. i. 28), lays stress rather on the act or process of proving. 

The E.V., which translates évdevypu here ‘a manifest token, renders évdeéts 

in Phil. lc. ‘an evident token.’ So in Acts i. 3 it translates rexpijpiov an 
‘infallible proof.’ ’Amédecéts occurs once in the New Testament, 1 Cor. ii. 4 
év arodei£er mvevparos kai duvduews. It differs from évde£is as considering 

the proof rather from the point of view of its acceptance by others, than 

of its inherent truth; thus it means ‘demonstration.’ Compare the 

technical senses of the word both in mathematics and dialectic: Pollux 

iv. 33 wépn TOU pyToptKod Adyou mpoolwor, Sujpynors, wlores, dadderkis. 
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els 73 katafiwOqvar] The only construction which renders the sentence 

logically smooth, though slightly awkward grammatically, is that which 

connects these words with S:xalas kpicews. If fvdevypa ris dixalas kpicews 

rot Qcov is treated as a parenthesis and eis ro xarafiwOjvar attached to 

any part of the preceding verse, a new awkwardness is introduced in etreo 
Sixatov, which is thus deprived of its proper reference to dixalas xpicews. 

The preposition eis will therefore denote either the result or the purpose 

(see note on 1 Thess. ii. 16) of the S:xaia xpiows, ‘the first judgment of 

God which contemplates your being counted worthy etc.’ 

rijs Bactdelas tot Oeod] ‘the kingdom of God,’ the new order of things 

as established under Christ, though with a special reference to its final 
and perfect development in His future kingdom. 

imp js] Not ‘to gain which, but ‘for the establishment, promotion 
and maintenance of which.’ Compare again the passage in the Philip- 

pians (i. 29) cited above, dpiv éyapicby 7d Umép Xpiorod...mdo yet. 
kal mdécyete] The xai still further enforces the connexion between 

present suffering and future glory. Compare 2 Tim. il. 12 ef diopévoper, 

kal cupBaciredooper. 

6. elwep]i.e. ‘assuming that it is just in the sight of God.’ The word 

is purely hypothetical and in itself seems to imply neither probability nor 

improbability. So far is it from implying the latter, that wherever it 

occurs in the New Testament, it is used of what the writer regards as the 

true or probable hypothesis : comp. Rom. viii. 9, 17, 1 Cor. viii. 5, except 

perhaps 1 Cor. xv. 15 elep dpa vexpot otk éyeipoyvrat, where the introduction 

of dpa refers the assumption to the opinion of others, who took it for 

granted. On the difference between efmep and elye see the note on 
Gal. iii. 4 ef ye «at eixj, and compare 2 Cor. v. 3, where the reading 

varies. Consult also Hermann ad Viger. p. 834, Klotz Devar. I. pp. 

308, 528 and Winer § lili. p. 561. 
elrep B(xatov rapa Ged] This clause is to be referred to d:eatas kpicews 

Tov Qeod eis TO xata&twOyvat Uuas x.7-A. Thus the sense of the passage 

will be: ‘the first judgment of God which purposes your admission to his 

kingdom, granting that it is just in the sight of God ete.’ 
7. dverw] ‘relief’ The word is properly used here, as elsewhere, in 

opposition to OAtyus. See 2 Cor. vii. 5, viii. 13 and compare 2 Cor. ii. 13 

ovk Zoynxa dveow Th mvevpar. with ii. 4 x woAARs Odipews Kai cuvoyis 

xapdias ypayya. So too Act. Paul. et Thecl. § 37. “Aveois is ‘a slackening, 

relaxation, relief,’ just as OAs is ‘a crushing, a constraint.’ On Oris 

and words of similar import such as orevoxwpia, dvdyxn, cvvox7 see the 

note on I Thess. ili. 7. 

ped” sjpav] ‘wth ws, the writers of the Epistle, Paul, Silvanus and 

Timotheus. Their community in present suffering was an earnest of 

their community in future glory. In the same spirit St Paul elsewhere 

associates the sufferings of his converts with his own. So especially 

2 Cor. i. 7 clSéres Bre ds Kowwvol date Tv maOnpdrey, obrws Kat Tis 
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mupakdjoews, and Phil. i. 30 rév avrév dydva exovres ofoy cidere ev pol, 

a continuation of the passage which has already been quoted on ver. 5 as 

a close parallel to this. 

éy rf droxadipe] On the resemblance of apocalyptic passages in 

point of language and imagery to the Old Testament see the note on 

I Thess. v. 3. 

In the passage before us we have chiefly to notice the fearlessness 

with which the Apostle applies the phenomena represented in the Old 

Testament as the symbols of the divine presence, the attendant angels 

(Ps. lxviii, 17) and the flame of fire (Ex. iii. 2, xix. 18, Deut. iv. 11, 

Ps. civ. 4, Is. Ixvi. 15, Mal. iv. 1, also Dan. vii. 9, 10 where both images 

are found combined), to the Appearing of our Lord. In some cases the 

very expressions used in the Hebrew prophets of God have been adopted 

by St Paul in speaking of Christ. We have a remarkable instance of 

this in the words dad mpoodmou rod Kupiou kat dad rijs Sdéns ris iaxdtos adrod 

borrowed from Isaiah (ii. 10, 19, 21, xix. 16, cited by Jowett). 

The term doxddvyis is used here of the Lord’s coming, as 1 Cor. i. 7 

and 1 Pet. i. 7, 13, iv. 13, in place of the more usual word mapovoia. The 

common term for this great event in the Pastoral Epistles is émupdveia (see 

note below on ii. 8), neither droxdAvis nor mapovoia occurring in them. 

per’ dyyAtov Suvdpews adrod] ‘with the angels, the ministers of Hes 

power? This expression is translated in the E. V. and by others ‘with 

his mighty angels,’ dvvduews being made to serve the turn of an epithet 

according to the common Hebrew idiom. Jowett who supports this view 

instances viol Suvdyews (Judges xviii. 2, 1 Sam. xviii. 17, 2 Chron. xxv. 13), 

dpxovres Suvdpews (1 Kings xv. 20, 2 Kings xxv. 23). But the interpreta- 
tion must be discarded, though the Hebraic tinge of the passage is fro 

zanto in favour of it; for the position of avrod would thus be rendered 

extremely awkward. Moreover on this supposition the Apostle would 

dwell rather on the power of subordinate beings than of the Lord 

Himself. 

8. év wupl dbdoyds] This is probably the true reading in this passage 

and in Exod. iii. 2 of which it is a reminiscence. On the other hand ev 

doy mupés is on the whole to be preferred in Acts vii. 30. There is 

a similar variation of reading in all three passages. 

Whether these words are to be attached to the preceding or the 

following sentence is doubtful. The flow of the sentence seems to be in 

favour of the second alternative, and the sense is somewhat assisted by 
this construction. In this case the ‘flame of fire’ will be regarded at 

one and the same time as a revelation of the divine presence, and as an 

instrument of vengeance, though év is not to be taken in the instrumental 

sense. Compare Malachi iii. 2, iv. 1, 2. This double aspect will hold 

equally whether the ‘fire’ be taken in a literal or a figurative sense: for 

the revelation of Christ will in itself inflict the severest punishment on the 

wicked, by opening their eyes to what they have lost. 
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BiSdvros exBlxnow] ‘awarding retribution.’ Again an expression 

borrowed from the Old Testament and there applied to God. See 
Ezek. xxv. 14 émtyvdcovra: rH éxdixnoly pou, Aéyer Kupios. 

tots pr} eldou Kr.A.] That two distinct classes are here meant is 

clear, from the repetition of the article. These classes are generally 

taken to correspond to the unbelieving heathen and the unbelieving Jew 

respectively. But if by rois uy eiddor Gedy are meant the heathen who 

rejected the Gospel when offered to them, they are not distinct from trois 

#4) dmaxovovor; and if on the other hand the heathen world generally is 

signified, this is opposed to the doctrine which St Paul teaches in 
Romans ii. The classification seems to be somewhat different, viz. ‘those 

who, not having the Gospel offered to them, yet reject the light of natural 

religion, which in a certain sense reveals God to them; and those who, 

whether Jews or Gentiles, hearing the Gospel preached yet refuse to 
accept it.’ This seems to give a more adequate explanation of rois py 

eiddae Gedy (compare Rom. i. 18, 28); and the two classes will then 
correspond to those condemned in the opening chapters of the Epistle to 
the Romans. On rois uy ei3doc compare Gal. iv. 8, 1 Thess. iv. 5 with 

the notes, and on eidéva: see 1 Thess. v. 12. 

9. olrives] ‘2zen who. While the simple of would define the persons 

themselves, ofries regards them as members of a class, and points to 

their class characteristics. It may be paraphrased, ‘for they and such as 
they.’ See further on Gal. iv. 24 iris éorly "Ayap, Phil. i. 28 iris eoriy 

avrois éyderkts amodeias, iv. 3 airwes curnOAnoay po. with the notes; and 

comp. Rom. ii. 15, vi. 2, Gal. iv. 26, v. 19, Phil. ii. 20, 1 Tim. i. 4, etc. 

édcBpov] Lachmann’s reading dAéOpiov, if better supported by external 

authority, would deserve some consideration; for the accumulation of 

epithets compare 1 Tim. i. 17. 

dd tmpoodmov «.7.A.] It has been questioned what sense should be 

assigned to dé, whether it should be taken ‘by reason of,’ or ‘shut out 

from, removed from.’ The latter is grammatically much more probable, 

and on all accounts to be preferred. The expression is borrowed from 

Isaiah ii. 10, 19, 21 dro mpoowmov tod PoBov Kupiov kai dd do€ns tijs 

igxvos avrot drav dvacri x.T.A.. aS was observed by Tertullian (adv. 
Mare. v. 16 ‘quos ait poenam luituros exitialem, aeternam, a facie Domini 

et a gloria valentiae eius’), and there dwo.is clearly in this sense. It is 

thought that the second clause dmé rijs dé&ns is in favour of the other 

meaning ‘by reason of’; but ddfa is here used, as elsewhere, of the 

visible glory, the bright light which is the symbol of the divine presence. 

Compare 2 Cor. iii. 7 sq., Luke ii. 9 80£a Kuplov mepiéAapwer, 1 Cor. xv. 41 
@ Ay 86£a 7jAiov, and more especially 1 Kings viii. 11 éAnoe d6£a Kupiov rév 
oixoy. The opinion of some critics that dé in the sense of ‘apart from’ 
should be accentuated amo seems not to rest on sufficient grounds, 

The severest punishment of the wicked is here represented to be 
exclusion from the presence of God. Compare Luke xiii. 27 ‘Depart 
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from me, all ye workers of iniquity, and the corresponding phrase in 

St Matthew viii. 12 rd oxdros ro efdrepov (so Matt. xxii. 13, xxv- 30). 

The idea is not confined to the New Testament : it is met with in the Old 

Testament also; see Ps. li. 11 and other passages quoted by Liinemann 

ad loc. Whatever may be meant by the ‘worm that dieth not and the fire 

that is not quenched’ (Mark ix. 48 quoted from Isaiah Ixvi. 24), we are 

at least led by such passages as these to hold the essence of the future 

punishment of the wicked, as indeed seems to be the case in the 

present world also, to consist rather in a moral and spiritual condition 

than in any physical sufferings undergone. 

10. évSokacGiva.] Used with a reference to dmé rijs 8ééns of the 
preceding verse. ‘The object of His coming is that He may be glorified 

in His saints; and yet from that glory the wicked, your persecutors, will 

be shut.out. Thus have they hindered the high purposes of God, and 

been untrue to the end for which they were created.’ 

éy tots dylois airod] Not ‘amidst, nor yet ‘by,’ ‘through’ (év instru- 

mental), but ‘zz As saznts’ They are the mirror in which His glory 

shines. His infinite perfections are reflected in those finite beings 

exalted and purified through Him. Similarly the Father is said to be 

glorified in the Son (John xiv. 13), though in a far higher sense, because 

there the mirror is perfect, and the reflection is ‘the express image of His 

person’ (Hebr. i. 3). 

That this is the meaning of the preposition is shewn by the com- 

pound évdofacdjvat. Though only used in the New Testament here 

and ver. 12, the word is not uncommon in LXxX.: compare Exod. xiv. 4 

évdogac Ojoopa ev. bapad, Ecclus. xxxviii. 6 évdoEdlec Oar év trois Gavpacious 
avrov etc. 

ois dylos airod] See note on 1 Thess. iii. 13. 
éy waicw tots morteboacw] The preposition év here clearly has the 

same meaning as in the parallel clause ¢y rots dyiois. ‘His marvellous 

attributes are displayed in the believers” But for the parallelism of the 

clauses, a different interpretation might have been assigned to OavpacOjvat 

év naow tois murTevoaoLW. 

moreboarw] The word morevew signifies not merely ‘to believe,’ as 

a continuous state of mind, but also ‘to accept the Gospel,’ as a single 

definite act. Compare 1 Cor. xv. 2, 11, 2 Cor. iv. 13 (from Lxx.). Hence 

the past 6 muorevoas is ‘one who has accepted the Gospel, a believer,’ as 

e.g. in Acts iv. 32, xi. 17. It is simpler so to explain it, than to suppose 
that the past tense is used here to denote that faith would then have 
been absorbed in sight and ceased to be. The correction morevovow 

adopted by the Textus Receptus probably arose from an inability to 

grasp this meaning of the aorist. Compare similar usages in Madv, Gr. 

Syn. § 11. Rem. @. p. go, as éBacidevoe, éBotdevoe etc., who however 

confines it to the aorist; see also Donaldson Gy. Gr., p. 411 sq. (ed. 3). 
Ore émorebOy] ‘because it was believed. The sentence is elliptical. 
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If completed it would have run, ‘in all them that believed, and cherefore 

in you, for our testimony was believed by you.’ The suppressed clause 

naturally supplies itself from what has gone before, the participation of 
the Thessalonians in the glories of Christ’s coming being the leading idea 

of the context; see especially ver. 7 dpiv rois OAtBopevors aveow. More- 
over waow points to the ellipsis, as if he had said: ‘for all, you included’; 

and perhaps still further the dead, as well as the surviving, see 

1 Thess. iv. 13 sq. 

ég’ dyads] is generally taken strictly with rd paprupiov jyav, ‘our 

testimony addressed to you was believed’; but the point of the sentence 

is rather ‘you believed,’ than ‘you had the Gospel offered to you’ as this 

construction would make it. In other words, we look for a direct con- 

nexion between the Thessalonians and a de/zef in the Gospel rather than 
between the Thessalonians and the Jreaching of the Gospel. Nor is the 

construction émorevOn é’ Juas grammatically indefensible. The preposi- 

tion has {a notion of ‘direction towards,’ ‘belief in our testimony directed 
itself to reach you.’ Compare 2 Cor. ii. 3 memotOds él mavras jpas dren 

€py xapd rdvrov vay éoriv and the construction éAmi¢ew emi, 1 Pet. i. 13, 

1 Tim. v. 5. The language of Bengel however ‘ad vos usque, in occidente,’ 

goes too far. 

év TH Hepa exelvy] ‘27 chat day’; to be attached to évdoEacOjvat K.7.d- 

the clause 67: émiorevOn...ep upas being parenthetical. This suspension 
of év rH npépa éxeivn, giving it greater emphasis by making it clinch 

the sentence, is in accordance with the pervading tone and purport of 

the Thessalonian Epistles, which enforce the duty of waiting for the 

Lord’s coming. On the expression nyuépa éxeivy see the notes on 

1 Thess. v. 2, 4. 

11. ets 8] ‘to which end,’ i.e. eis To karakioOjvat vpas (ver. 5). 

ta tpas «7.A.] This still further defines the meaning of eis 6. The 
particle iva seems to be used here rather in its classical sense, denoting 
the purpose, ‘in order that,’ than to imply simply the substance of the 

prayers ‘pray that God may etc.’ according to the meaning which it 
bears in later Greek. But the one meaning shades off into the other, and 

it is often difficult to discriminate between them. See the notes on 

1 Thess. ii. 16, v. 4. 

ris KAijoews] As the verb déiody never signifies ‘to make worthy,’ but 
always ‘to account worthy,’ rijs kAyoews cannot denote ‘calling’ according 
to the accepted meaning of the term (i.e. the being included in the 

fold of Christ), as it is usually found (e.g. 2 Tim. i. 9); but must refer 

to something future. It is in fact capable of the same differences of 
meaning as éxAoyy (see the note on 1 Thess. i. 4), andis here used of ‘final 
acceptance.’ The Apostle’s prayer therefore for his converts is that God 

may deem them worthy to be called to the kingdom of His glory. This 

higher and future ‘calling’ differs rather in degree than in kind from the 

calling whereby they have been already called, and therefore is denoted 
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by the same word. Just so the BacsAeia rod Geow of the future is but a 

higher development of the Bacwrela rod Gcod of the present. 
& @eds ipav] ‘the God of us all’ By the pronoun the Apostle once 

more asserts his fellowship with his converts. Compare ver. 7, aveow 

pe” yay, and the note on 1 Thess. v. 6 éopev. 

kal mdnpdoy] After the mention of r7s KAjoews we might have expected 
some reference to external happiness or to outward glories. But it is not 

so. The essence of their ‘calling’ consisted in their being perfected 

morally and spiritually. The end of it was that the Lord might be 

glorified in them (ver. 12). 

ev8oxlav dyalwotvys] ‘delight in well-doing” If the phrase had stood 
alone, we should naturally have translated it ‘the good pleasure of His 

goodness,’ referring both evdoxiav and dyadwadvms to God; as the E. V. in 

accordance with the common usage of evdoxeiv, evdoxia of the divine will. 

But its parallelism with gpyov wicrews, which cannot be interpreted here 

of God but must apply to the Thessalonians, shows that it must be 

taken in the same way, ‘all delight, all gladness in well-doing.’ It is 

something to do good, but it is a higher stage of moral progress to 

delight in doing good. For the opposite to this compare Rom. i. 32, od 

povoy avTa mototatw GAG Kal cuvevdoKoder Tois mpacoovew. On dyabwovvn 
and its difference from dya@drys and ypnordrns see the notes on 

1 Thess. iii. 13 and Gal. v. 22 respectively. On eddoxia see the note 

on Phil. i. 15, and compare Eph. i. 5. 

Upyov wlorews] ‘work, activity of faith’ It must not be simply a 
passive, dead faith. See James ii. 18, and the note on 1 Thess. i. 3. 

év Buvdper] ‘powerfully, effectively,’ referring to mAnpeon above. 
12. +d dvopa rod Kvptov] In this expression we have another instance 

of the adoption of the language of the Old Testament originally referring 
to Jehovah, and its application to our Lord, see vv. 8,9. The name of 

the Lord (min’ ow) is a frequent periphrasis for ‘the Lord.’ In this 

expression, ‘the name’ seems to imply idea of ‘title, dignity, majesty, 
power,’ better than of ‘personality.’ Indeed ‘the name’ (nvm and some- 

times even without the article, nw) is at times found absolutely for ‘the 
Lord,’ e.g. Levit. xxiv. 11, 16; compare also Deut. xxviii. 58, @oBeicda 

TO Svopa Td Evripoy kat Td Oavpaordy TovTo, Kupioy rév Gedy cov (LXX.). 

From a misinterpretation of these passages of Leviticus came the super- 

stitious fear of the Jews of pronouncing the word Jehovah. See Drusius 

on Lcclus. li. 4 cited by Schleusner Vet. Test. s. v. dvoua. It does not 
appear that a similar periphrasis is used in the Old Testament of any 

other person, or office. Instances like r6 dvopa tot Baoidéws, or 7d dvopa 

rod Aapeiov for 6 Bacidevs or 6 Aapeios are not parallels; and so far the 

expression may be regarded as one confined to the Divine Being. On 
the ‘name’ belonging to our Lord compare Phil. ii. 9 éxyapicaro avrg 14 
bvopa To Umep wav dvoua, Heb. i. 4 da@ Stahoparepov map’ avrovs KexAnpove- 
pykev dvopa, and for a remarkable and reiterated use of the periphrasis 
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applied to Him, Acts iii. 16 rg aiorec rod dvduaros avrot rovroy by 
Oewpeire...dorepéwoev rd dvopa avtod. For more on this subject see the 
notes on Phil. ii. 9 rd dyoya and 10 éy rd dvdpari. 

kal tpeis @y airé] The similarity in spirit and expression here to 

St John has not escaped notice. Compare John xvii. 1, 10, 21—26. 

kard tiv xdpv] i.e. ‘the source, whence all glorification springs.’ An 

instance of St Paul’s anxiety to exclude human merit. This desire 

appears frequently (Rom. iv. 16, xi. 5, 6, Ephes. ii. 5, 8). 

Kuplov *Ingvot Xpurrot] Since Kupiov may be regarded as a proper 

name and therefore frequently stands without the article, it is not safe to 
take Gcod and Kupiov as referring to the same Person because the article 

is not repeated. The translation of the E. V. is rendered much more 

probable by the common connexion of Kupuos "Inoots Xpioros. See the 

matter fully discussed in Middleton ad Joc. 



CHAPTER II. 

ii. Much must happen before the Fudgment (ii. 1—12). 

I. *Epotépev] ‘we beseech you. On the sense which this word bears in 
the New Testament, see the note on 1 Thess. iv. I. 

8] The Apostle had spoken of the day, when the Thessalonians 

should be glorified and their persecutors punished. He now turns 

aside (8) to correct any mistakes which his mention of this day may 

have occasioned, to calm any feverish desires which it may have excited. 

He bids his converts be aware that, though come it will, yet it will not 

come yet. Their persecutions must be endured yet awhile. They must 

not give up their patient watchfulness, their sober judgment. 
imtp] The E. V., following the Vulgate and the Latin authorities 

generally, translates this as a particle of adjuration, ‘4y the coming.’ 

But there is no support for this sense in the New Testament. ‘Yzépis here 

almost equivalent to wepi, to which however it superadds an idea of 
advocacy (see the note on Gal. i. 3) more or less prominent in different 

passages, and here probably very faint. Roughly and broadly para- 
phrased, drép ris mapovoias would be, ‘to correct mistaken notions,’ or ‘to 

advocate the true view of the coming.’ 
émovvaywyiis] The verb émovvéyew is used in the Gospels of the 

gathering together of the elect at the Lord’s coming (Matt. xxiv. 
31, Mark xiii. 27), and the substantive émiovvaywyy seems to have 
acquired a precise and definite meaning in relation to the great event, 

corresponding to that attached to wapovoia. It has this sense in 2 Macc. 

ii, 7, though there the émovvaywyy is regarded from a Jewish point of 
view, as the gathering into a temporal kingdom of Messiah. 

2. taxéws] Not ‘soon’ (i.e. ‘after so short a time’) in regard to a 
previous point of time, as e.g. their conversion; but ‘hastily, ‘readily, 
‘unhesitatingly,’ describing the manner of oahevOijvac. Compare 1 Tim. v. 

22, and so perhaps the word is used in Gal. i. 6 Oaupatw ore odras rayéos 
perariberOe ‘I marvel that ye are so ready in changing.’ See the note 
there. 
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cadevOijvar] i.e. ‘not to be driven by feverish expectations from your 
sober senses, as a ship drifts away under a tempest from its moorings.’ 
The E. V. ‘shaken in mind’ is quite wrong. The phrase cadeveoOa: ém 
dyxépas is not an uncommon one, signifying ‘to ride at anchor.’ The 

Opposite to it is dmrooakedew dyxdpas, or cadevew dd dyxdpas. Compare 

especially Plut. Og. Mor. ii. p. 493 D dpeEw rod xara giow drocadevoucay, 

followed almost immediately by as én’ dyxtpas ris picews cadevet. 

tov vods] ‘Judgment, reason, sober sense, as opposed to any fit of 
enthusiasm, or any feverish anxieties and desires. Nods is here used ina 

similar sense to 1 Cor. xiv. 15 mpocedgoua rd mvedpari, mpocevEopat dé Kal 

76 voi. Generally in St Paul mvedpa and vods are regarded as closely 

allied, and almost convertible, being opposed to odpé or cdpa; but in 

1 Cor. l.c., as here, the intellectual element in vods is the prominent one. 

See the note on 1 Thess, v. 23. 

pst] is the best supported reading. Nor indeed does pyre suit the 
context, where the disjunctive, not the adjunctive, negative is required. 

There is the same variation of reading, with a similar preponderance 
of authority in favour of the more grammatical particle, in Eph. iv. 27 

pnd Sidore térov rG StaBdAg. On the difference between ovdé, yndé, and 
ovre, pyre see the notes on Gal. i, 12, and 1 Thess. ii. 3. The same 

phenomenon of pnéde followed by a triple pyre occurs in the Epistle on 

the Martyrs of Lyons and Vienne given in Eusebius H. £. v. 1. 20 date 

pinde 76 toy Kareureiv Svoua pyre COvovs unre woAcws GOev Fv purpre ed SovAoS 

«7.A., Where again pyre is found as a variant for pydé. 

Opocto ar] ‘zor yet be confused, without actually losing your mind. 

Opoctc ba: seems to be weaker, not stronger, than cadevOjvat did Tod vods ; 

and this we might expect after undé. 

cs 80 ypav] It is questioned whether these words refer to émoroAjs 
only, or to Adyov and émoroAjjs, or to all the three avevparos, Adyov, 
émistoAfjs. The sense seems to require us to extend the reference to 

Adyov as well as éemorodjs ‘oral tidings no less than the written letter’ ; 

and having done this we are almost forced by the parallelism of the 

clauses to include mvevparos also. Nor is dia mvevparos incapable of an 

explanation, when connected with os 7 nuav. There are three ways in 

which the pretended authority of the Apostle might be brought forward 

by false or mistaken teachers. They might represent his opinion as 
communicated to them by some spiritual revelation (84 mvevparos) ; or 

they might report a conversation pretended to have been held with him 
(81a Adyov) ; or they might produce a Jetter purporting to come from him 

(8¢ émiorodjjs). In this way dua rvedparos might as well be used of spiritual 
communication, as opposed to dud Aédyou, 8’ émioroAjs the instruments of 

outward intercourse. Nor need this zvedya have been a fabrication of the 

false teachers ; but they may have been deceived themselves by spiritual 

hallucinations which they mistook for true revelations, the d:dkxpiois 

mvevparey being indispensable in the Early Church, and Paul having 
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himself warned the Thessalonians that they must try the spirits. See the 

notes on 1 Thess. v. 19-21. 

Do the words 8 éemoroAfs here refer to the First Epistle to the 

Thessalonians, some passages of which (as iv. 13sq) being misunderstood 

might not unnaturally give rise to the expectation that the day of the 

Lord was close at hand? Or do they point to a forged epistle circulated 

in the Apostle’s name? The former opinion is maintained and lucidly set 
forth by Paley (Hore Pauline c. x. § 3) who accordingly translates ‘ quasi 

nos quid tale aut dixerimus aut scripserimus.’ But the words will scarcely 
bear this interpretation : for as no mention has gone before of the purport 

of the tidings or letter, the expression ws 8¢ quay, ‘as if coming from us,’ 

cannot be intended to throw discredit on the interpretation of this 
purport, but on the letter or tidings themselves. The expression is 

different where he confessedly speaks of his own letter as below, ii. 15. 

We have therefore to fall back upon the supposition of a forged 

letter. Whether St Paul actually knew that such a letter had been 

forged, it is impossible to say. If he had, probably he would have spoken 
more strongly ; and the whole sentence is couched in the vague language 

of one who suspected rather than knew. But he must at least have had 

reasons for believing that an illicit use had been made of his authority in 
some way or other: and the suspicion of a possible forgery seems to have 

crossed his mind at an earlier date, when he wrote the first epistle (see 
the note on 1 Thess. v. 27); and he guards against it at the close of this 

epistle also (iii. 17). 

ds én] ‘vepresenting that” ‘The expression in this passage throws 
discredit on the statement. Compare 2 Cor. xi. 21 cata dripiay déya ds 

Gre jpeis ioOevyjxaper, Isocr. Busy. Arg. p. 220 katynydpouv avrot ds drt 

cawd Sadna elopéper, Xenophon Hell. iii. 2,14 etc. The idea of misrepre- 

sentation or error is not however necessarily inherent in the combination 

of particles és drz; but the os points to the subjective statement as 

distinguished from the objective fact, and thus this idea of untruth is 

frequently implied. It is not however universal: see 2 Cor. v. 19 ds ére 
Ocds qv ev Xpiorg koopov KarahAdoowy ears. 

evérrnkev] ‘25 zmminent. For ra éveorara ‘things present’ as opposed 
to ra pédAovra ‘things future’ see Rom. viii. 38, 1 Cor. iii. 22, and for 

éveoros in the sense of ‘present’ compare I Cor. vii. 26, Gal. i. 4. 

The Apostle then does not deny that the day of the Lord may be near. 

He asserts that it is not imminent. Certain events must take place before 

it arrives ; and though they may be crowded into a short space of time, 

‘ still they demand the lapse of some appreciable period. 

7 pépa tot Kuplov] See the notes on 1 Thess. v. 2, 4. 
3. kard pmd{va tpéqov] ie. whether by the means specified in the 

preceding verse, or in any other way. 
Sri] ‘for (the day shall not come). We have here an instance of the 

ellipsis so common in St Paul. Another instance occurs just below, ver. 7 
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Evoy 6 katéxwv Gpri k.t.A. Other examples are Gal. i. 20 idob évdmiov rod 
Ocod Gri, ii. 4 bia Sé Tovs mapeiodkrous evdadeAgous K.7.d., ii. Q iva Fpeis 
eis ra €6vy (and of ellipse after a again 1 Cor. i. 31, 2 Cor. viii. 13, Rom. 

iv. 16), V. 13 pdvoy pry tiv edevOepiay els ahoppiy tH capki, 1 Cor. iv. 6 7) 

Umep & yéypanrat, Vv. I rovavry mopyela Aris ovbe ev Tois ZOveow, Xi. 24 Td copa 

To Umép vudy, 2 Cor. ix. 7 ekasros xabds mpofpyrae ri xapdia, Rom. 
xiii. 7 etc. 

Another interpretation attaches éri to ééamarnon ‘let no man deceive 
you by saying that,’ sc. the day will not be delayed. But this is extremely 

harsh, as obviously the words éav py €Oy «rd. suggest a different way of 

supplying the ellipsis. 
qj drootacla] ‘che revolt, rebellion. The word implies that the opposi- 

tion contemplated by St Paul springs up from within rather than from 

without. In other words, it must arise either from the Jews or from 
apostate Christians, either of whom might be said to fall away from God. 

On the other hand it cannot refer to Gentiles. This consideration alone 
will exclude many interpretations given of the ‘man of sin.’ The word 

drooragia is a later form for dméaragis. See Lobeck Phryn. p. 528. 

kal drokadvp0_] It is impossible to pronounce on mere grammatical 
grounds whether this ‘revelation’ is spoken of as the consequence and 
crowning event of the dooracia, or is the same incident regarded from 
another point of view. The interpretation will depend mainly on the 

conception entertained of 6 dvOpwmos rijs dvopias as denoting a person or 
otherwise. 

One of the important features in this description is the parallel drawn 
between Christ and the adversary of Christ. Both alike are ‘revealed,’ 

and to both alike the term ‘mystery’ is applied. From this circumstance, 

and from the description given in ver. 4 of his arrogant assumption, we 
cannot doubt that the man of sin in St Paul is identical with the dvrixpicros 
of St John, the preposition in the latter term expressing the idea of 
antagonistic claims. 

6 dvOpwros Tijs dvoplas, 6 vids Tis drwdclas] The one term expresses the 

intrinsic character, the other the ultimate destination of the person or 

thing intended. The expression 6 dvOpamos ris dvopias is to be traced 
originally to the Hebrew idiom, where the genitive supplies the place of 

epithet. ‘O vids ris dmwdelas again is a Hebraism: e.g. ‘the son of 

death” 1 Sam. xx. 31 (LXX. 6rt vids Oavarov otros i.e. ‘destined to die’), 
‘son of stripes,’ Deut. xxv. 2. So arrows are called ‘sons of the quiver,’ 
‘sons of the bow,’ Lam. iii. 13, Job xli. 20 (28). 

Yet these expressions, when transferred to the Greek, would have 
a depth and freshness of significance, which from having become 

idiomatic they had probably lost in the original Hebrew. The Apostle, 

we may suppose, would employ them (1) as being more forcible than the 

idiomatic expressions corresponding to them in the Greek; (2) because 

speaking in a prophetic view he would naturally fall into the language of 
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the Hebrew prophets : see especially the note on 1 Thess. v. 3. (3) It is 

not improbable that St Paul is adopting the recognised phraseology in 

reference to the events of the last day, Thus Judas is called 6 vids rijs 

amoneias, John xvii, 12. 
Does the Apostle intend an actual person by these expressions, or do 

they represent the impersonation of some evil principle or movement? 

The first is the prdimd _facée view, but there are good reasons for preferring 

the latter. 
(1) The ‘man of sin’ is obviously distinguished from Satan (ver. 9), 

and yet it is difficult to see how any other person could be spoken of in 

such terms. (2) From the interchange of 7é xaréyov and 6 xaréywy we 

may infer that in this case at least a principle, not a person, is meant, 

inasmuch as it is much more natural to personify a principle than 

conversely. And this suggests that 6 dvOpwmos tjs dvopias may be a 

personification also. (3) The language which St John uses in 1 Joh. ii. 

18, where he speaks of ‘many Antichrists,” apparently as elements of 

6 dvrixpioros, seems to point to the same result. (4) The ‘man of sin’ is 

spoken of as existing and working at the time when St Paul wrote, 

though still unrevealed (6 dytixeipevos Kal varepaipopevos K.T.d.). 

Perhaps St Paul may have seen in some actual adversary of the 

Gospel a type of the antichristian spirit and working ; and this may have 

facilitated the personification. 

4. 6 dvrixeluevos] Not to be taken with éi mayra x.7-A., but absolutely 

‘the adversary.’ It is equivalent to o dyrixpiotos. 

imepaipdpevos éri] Not to be translated as E. V., but ‘exalieth 

himself exceedingly against. The verb vmepaipeoOa: occurs in the sense 

“to be exalted above measure’ in 2 Cor. xii. 7 616 va yy Urepaipwpas, 65007 
pot oxOAO TH capxi. The images and to a certain extent the expressions 

are drawn from Dan. xi. 36 kai 6 Baowreds dyoOyoerat Kal peyaduyOnoerat 

éni mdvra Oedv Kai adnoet vmépoyxa «.t.A., referring primarily at least to 

Antiochus Epiphanes. 

médvra deydpevov Oedv] i.e. whether the true God, or so-called gods 

of heathendom. St Paul inserts the word Aeyduevov, where Daniel has 

simply mdyra Oedv, lest he should seem to allow the ciaim and so derogate 

from the majesty of the true God. Compare 1 Cor. viii. 5 kai yap etmep 

eiot Aeyopevor Oeol...dAN 7piv cis Oeds 6 maryp x.7-A. The writer of the 

Clementine Homilies (xi. 12, 13, 15) uses oeBdopara and Aeyopevoe Geol in 

close connexion, possibly having this passage in his mind. Elsewhere he 

employs the words separately, Aeyduevor Geol V. 29, ix. 15, X. 9, 11, o€Bacpa 

iv. 8,ix. 18, x. 8, 21, 22. See also Polybius xxxi. 3, 13, Clem. Alex. Stvom. 

vii. 1 $2 (p. 829 ed. Potter), ceBdopari. 

4 cBacpal ‘or object of reverence. A more comprehensive expression 

than Aeyduevor Gedy, since it includes things as well as persons. 2é@acpa 

only occurs elsewhere in the New Testament in St Paul’s speech on the 
Areopagus (Acts xvii. 23), which was nearly coincident in point of time 
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with the writing of this Epistle. In the E. V. of Acts 1. c. oe8dopara is 
wrongly translated ‘ devotions.’ 

The epithet Aeyoueroy does not refer to c¢éBacpya, but is confined to 

Oeov. 

dere atrdv...ca0lcar] The verb xai¢ew is here intransitive as gene- 
rally in the New Testament. In 1 Cor. vi. 4, Eph. i. 20 it is transitive, 

and possibly in John xix, 13 also. 

aore] denotes here not the purpose of dmepaipduevos, in which case 

adrov would be inadmissible; but the result, ‘so that it ends in his 

sitting etc.’ 
els Tov vadv ToD Oeod] The figure may have been suggested by the insane 

attempt of the emperor Caius to set up his statue in the temple at 

Jerusalem (Joseph. Avz. xviii. 8.2). But the actual temple can scarcely 

under any circumstances be meant here, as has been supposed by many 

from Irenzeus (Haer. v. 30. 4) downwards. Indeed if the ‘man of sin’ be 

regarded merely as a personification, such a view is at once precluded. 

Nags is properly the shrine, the inner sanctuary, as opposed to iepov 

which would include all the outer buildings. The expression 6 vads rod 

@ecod is always figurative elsewhere in St Paul, e.g. 1 Cor. iii. 16, 17 (comp. 
vi. 19), 2 Cor. vi. 16, and see Ephes. ii. 21. 

rod @eov] After these words the received text adds ds Gedy, which 

however must be rejected on the testimony of the ancient authorities. 
drodexvivta éavtdv] The word dmodexviva is used frequently to 

denote either the nomination of a person to office, or the proclamation of 
a sovereign on his accession. Compare Philo 2” Flacc. § 3 (11. p. 518 ed. 

Mangey) Taiov S€ dmodetybévros avroxpdropos, together with the passages 

quoted in Wetstein. The word seems to have attained this technical 

sense at a later than the classical period, 

Sr éorly Oeds] The deification of the Roman Emperor may to acertain 

extent have supplied the image here ; see the note on eis rév vady rov Ocov 

above. Wetstein mentions a coin of Julius Czesar, having on the one 

side his head with the inscription 6eds, on the other the word Gecaadou- 

kéoy. 

5. pvnpovedere] On this verb see the note on 1 Thess. i. 3. 

ér. Sv pds tpds] That the purport of St Paul’s preaching at Thessa- 
lonica had mainly reference to the second coming of Christ, appears also 

from Acts xvii. 7, ‘These all do contrary to the decrees of Czesar, saying 

that there is another king, one Jesus.’ See more fully in Bzblical Essays, 

p. 260 sq. For the construction eiva: mpds twa see the note on 1 Thess. 

iii. 4. 

6. «al viv] The viv appears on the whole to be logical and not 
temporal : ‘ Well then, ye know.’ These particles are frequently so used. 

Instances are Acts vii. 34 (LXX.), x. 5, xiii. 11, xx. 22, xxii. 16, 1 John ii. 

28 (in all of which passages the temporal sense of viv is more or less 

eclipsed). This usage is particularly noticeable with of8a following, e.g. 

L. EP. 8 
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Acts iii. 17 al viv, ddeddoi, ofda drt kata dyvoray émpagare and probably xx. 

25 kal viv i8od eyd of8a drt ovKérs dWeode K.T.d. 

It is possible however that viv may be temporal here as opposed not 

to éri dv, which would give no good sense, but to év r@ avrot xaip@. For 

though in this case we should naturally expect ré viv xaréyov, the displace- 

ment of viv is to be explained by the desire of emphasizing the adverb : 

‘and as do the present time ye know what it is that restraineth.’ Compare 

John iv. 18 xal voy dv exeus ovK Eorw cov dvyp, where the more natural 

order would certainly be dy viv éyes. See instances of displacement 

especially in temporal adverbs given in Winer § Ixi. p. 692sq. Observe 

this is a very different thing from saying that viv 76 xaréxoy is equivalent 

to ré viv karéxov. In the case before us the viv is taken absolutely. 
7d Karéxov] ‘the restraining power, afterwards personified in 6 xaréyov. 

The Apostle seems to intend some intermediate power, between Christ 
and Antichrist, which, without being directly Christian, acts as a check 

upon Antichrist ; such as the principle of law or order, civil government 

and the like. Of this restraining principle he would find a type in the 
Roman Empire. 

els 7d droxaAdvpbivat] The preposition signifies the purpose of God: 

‘to the end that he, the man of sin, may be revealed at his proper, 
destined, season, and not before it.’ 

7. teydp .r.A.] ‘Revealed, I say, rather than called into existence ; 

for in fact the evil is already working, though in secret.’ Td puarrpcov rijs 
dvopias may be contrasted with ré pvortipiov ris evoeBeias in t Tim. iii. 16 

and with ré pvornpiov rijs miorews in 1 Tim. iii. 9, by which terms St Paul 

describes the Christian dispensation with especial reference to the revela- 

tion of God in the Incarnation. The parallelism between Christ and 
Antichrist is thus kept up: see especially ver. 9. Compare also Joseph. 
B. F. i. 24. 1 roy Avrumdrpou Biov odk av dudprot ris elrdy xaxias pvoripiov. On 
the word pvotypioy see the note on Col. i. 26, 

évepyetrar] See the note on 1 Thess. ii. 13. 
tijs dvoplas] The genitive is thrown back to the end of the sentence, 

in order to give priority to the words of logical importance in the 
sentence—viz. ‘mystery,’ ‘ already,’ ‘is active’; in antithesis to ‘revealed,’ 
‘in his own time,’ ‘that which hindereth.’ 

pévoy x.7.X.] The sentence is elliptical, but the ellipsis is supplied in 
the wrong place in the E. V. which renders ‘only he that now letteth 
(will let), until he be taken out of the way.’ The true ellipsis is after pdvov, 
and 6 karéxywv apr. is connected with what follows as the nominative to 
yévyta. Render: ‘Only ct must work in secret, must be unrevealed, 
until he that restraineth now be taken out of the way. For an exact 
parallel both to the ellipsis after yévor, and to the position of 6 caréxov 
dpre before the. relative word éws for the sake of emphasis, see Gal. ii. 10 
udvoy rév roxy iva pynuovedvopey with the note. 

6 Karéxwy dptt] The hindrance which was before spoken of as a 
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principle (ré xaréyov) is here personified. Ifa person were contemplated, 
it is extremely improbable that the neuter gender would have been used 
in the other passage, whereas conversely it is a natural figure of speech in 

all languages to ascribe a personality to a thing. In this instance the way 
was paved for such personification by the fact that one of the contending 

powers is embodied in a person in Christ. 

On dpre see the note on 1 Thess. iii. 6. 
tas yévyntar] The omission of ay with éws and the conjunctive seems 

to be more frequent in later writers than in earlier; see Winer § xli. p. 
370. The distinction which Hermann gives (de Partic. av pp. 103, 109), 

that the insertion of the ay makes the time more indefinite and therefore 

in many cases the action less immediate or less certain, is just in principle, 

and the passages in the New Testament, if they do not strongly confirm 

it, seem to be not inconsistent with it. The English expressions ‘ until it 
be removed’ and ‘until it may be removed’ would represent gas yévnrat 

and éas dv yévnra: here respectively. 
8. 6 &vopos] The same with 6 dvOpwmos ris dvopias of ver. 3, and 

probably a personification like 6 xaréyav. 
6 Kipios] The word "Inaois is omitted in the received text with BKL 

and several other Mss. The weight of authority however, especially of 

the versions, is in its favour; it is retained in NA and D Jfrimd manu, 

and it was perhaps omitted on the supposition that St Paul was quoting 
directly from Is. xi. 4 (see the next note) instead of, as is the case, para- 

phrasing the passage. 

dvedet] This reading is much better supported than the received 

dvaddoet and is the reading in Is, xi. 4 kal ward£et yy TG Ady Tod aTopatos 

adrod (originally 1 yava ‘by the scourge of his mouth’) kal év mvevpare 

Sid xethéav dvedet doeBH. Moreover dvaddcet is more likely to be a gloss 

than dvedei, being the more definite word. It is however worth considera- 

tion whether the dvadoi of the Sinaitic manuscript be not the original 

reading, since it explains both variants. The Hebrew is n'»° ‘he shall 
slay. It is a question here whether 16 mvedpare rod ordparos avrov is to be 

taken (1) as a single phrase, ‘by His mere command’: or (2) as an image 

of power, ‘by the breath of His lips.” The former seems to be certainly 

the sense in the original passage of Isaiah, judging by the parallelism. 

Indeed it was a common Hebrew expression in this sense: see the 

Rabbinical passages cited in Wetstein. On the other hand, the latter is 
the image present to the mind of the Apostle, if we are to be guided by 

the context. The phrases ‘the breath of His lips, ‘the brightness of His 

presence,’ will point to some physical manifestation of the Divine power. 
For the image compare Plautus 1427. Glor. i. 1. 16 sq. ‘nempe illum dicis 
cum armis aureis, Quoius tu legiones difflavisti spiritu, quasi ventus folia.’ 

Katapyyoe.] A word more than once used by St Paul in opposition to 
‘light’ as if with a sense of ‘darkening,’ ‘eclipsing’: e.g. 2 Tim. i. 10 

Karapyjoavros pev Tov Odvarov, pwricavros 8é (wv kal dpOapciar, 2 Cor. iii. 

8—2 
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7 dia ri Sd€av Tod mpoodmov avrod tiv Katapyouperny, 1 Cor. ii. 7 codiay 
ov...7dv dpyévrwv Tod aldvos rovrov Tay KaTapyoupévav* GANG...copiay...4v 
mpowpicev 6 Ceds...cis Sdéav yay with the notes on the last passage. For 
the word xarapyeiv generally see Vaughan on Rom. iii. 3. 

Ti éripavela tis mapovelas aitrot] The word émdvea is a recognized 

term even in heathen writers for the appearance of a God at a critical 

moment. Compare especially Wesseling on Diod. Sic. i. 25. In the New 
Testament it is used by St Paul alone, and with this single exception only 

in the Pastoral Epistles, referring either to the First (2 Tim. i. 10) or the 

Second Advent (1 Tim. vi. 14, 2 Tim. iv. 1, 8, Tit. ii. 13) of our Lord. 
Hence it became a common word with the Fathers in this signification. 

It is moreover sometimes applied in ecclesiastical writers to saints or 

martyrs : see Greg. Naz. Oraz. iii. p. 77 A(cited by Wesseling), For more 

on the word émavera and the corresponding Geodavera (or -ma) see 

Suicer s. vv. 

The word seems always to involve an idea of that which is striking 
and conspicuous, and so ultimately of splendour or glory—an idea to a 

certain extent implied in the compound émdaivw (comp. Tit. ii. 11 

émebavn yap 1) xdpts Tov Ceod and iii. 4, of the revelation of God’s purpose 

in Christ). And this is further enforced here by the accumulation of 

words rH émipaveia ris mapovoias. See the note on xarapyjoet above, 

which points to brightness as a prominent idea in the word here. The 

language of Milton (Par. Lost vi. 768) ‘Far off His coming shone’ is 

appositely quoted by Alford. 

tapovolas] The word zapovoia of the Lord’s Advent occurs in St Paul 

only in the Thessalonian Epistles and possibly 1 Cor. xv. 23, In 1 Cor. 

i. 8 the right reading is jyépa. Elsewhere it is found in St James, the 

Second Epistle of St Peter and 1 John. It would seem to be the strictly 
Jewish term; while émupdvera appealed more directly to the Greek mind, 

and was used more frequently by St Paul, when he became more 

thoroughly busied with the conversion of the Greeks. 

It will be observed that St Paul here, speaking in prophetic language, 

falls instinctively into the characteristic parallelism of Hebrew poetry. 

For St Paul’s change of style in apocalyptic passages see above on 

1 Thess. v. 3 ddiv, 2 Thess. i. 7. 

g. The counterfeit character of the Antichrist, which has been 
alluded to before (especially vv. 3, 4), is still further enforced here. He 

too like the true Christ has an Advent ; he too works in obedience to a 

superior power ; he too has his miracles and signs. 

éorlv] The present tense is used here, as below in mémee ver. 11, in 

accordance with the ordinary language of prophecy. See the note on 
1 Thess. v. 2 epyerau. 

Zaravé] See the note on 1 Thess. ii. 18. 

év wéoy Suvdpe «.7.A.] Both macy and yevdous seem to refer to all the 
three substantives, binding them, as it were, together. For a similar 
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instance see ver. 17 év wavri épy@ kal Myo aya. For the combination of 
terms duvdper kal onpetots kai tépacwy, compare Acts ii. 22 duvdyect kat 

Tépact Kat onpelors and 2 Cor. xii. 12 onpeious kal répacw cai Suvdueow, 

Hebr. ii. 4 onpetous te kal répaci kat moridas Suvdueow, Rom. xv. 19 

ey Suvaper onpetov kal repdrwv. Of these three words the first (8dvayss) 

points to the author of the miracle, absolutely ; while the two last relate 

to the impression made on the witness, whether as enlightening his 

understanding (oneia), or as arresting his moral sense (répara). Thus 

onpeta and répara are connected closely together where they occur, while 

Sévapis (-ets) is independent of either. For a full discussion of these 
words see Trench Ox the Miracles ch. 1 and WN. T. Syn. § xci. 

10. d&ixlas] Here used in its most general sense of wrong-doing. 

Any act which disturbs the moral balance is an act of dduéa. Compare 
the account of the 6Ay déiia given by the Aristotelian author of Bk v. 

of the Micomachean Ethics ch. 1 ad jin, atiryn pév obv 4 Sixasootyn ob pépos 

dperjs GAN OAy adpern eatw* ovd 7 évavria ddixia pépos kaxias GAN 6An kaxia. 

This comprehensive sense of dSicaroodvy and ddicia would be adopted the 

more naturally in the New Testament from the technical meaning 
attached to Sixatos as one who fulfilled the law. 

rots drroAhupévors] The participle is connected closely with drdry, for 

the év of the received text is to be rejected on overwhelming authority. 

For the present tense of dzoAAvpévors see the note on I Cor. i. 18, where 

the same phrase occurs. 

avd’ av] ‘decause, the sense which it always bears in the New 

Testament except Luke xii. 3. It will signify either ‘because’ or * where- 

fore,’ according as the relative is supposed to contain the antecedent in 

itself, or is referred to the preceding clause as its antecedent. 

ayy dydwny tis ddnOelas] Stronger than ryy ddjOeay simply, and 
corresponding therefore to the ev8oxjoavres ri dduxia of ver. 12, For the 

different gradations which would be expressed by rjy dAndecay and ri 
dydmny ths adnOeias compare Rom. i. 32 ov povoy adra Towovow, adda Kal 
ouvev8oxodow Tots mpdccovcw. Not only did they reject the truth, but they 

have no desire to possess it. 

11. Three stages are here described in the downward career of the 
wicked. First, their obstinately setting themselves against the truth: 

this is their own act (rv dyamny ris dAnOeias ove edéEavro). Secondly, the 

judicial infatuation which overtakes them at a certain point: they are 

then scarcely their own masters, it is a d/vine judgment (dca rodro mépmet 

aurois 6 Qeds évépyetav wmhavns). Thirdly, their final punishment, for which 

the second stage was an ordained preparation (iva xpiOaow mavres k.T.X.). 

The same three stages are portrayed in the description of the heathen 

world in the first chapter of the Romans, the second being there dwelt on 

with a fearful earnestness and, as here, represented as a visitation from 
God; 8d mapéSwxev adrovs 6 Geds év rats émiOupiais Tdy Kapdidv avray eis dxa- 

Oapciay (ver. 24). 
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For the discussion of this and similar expressions see the notes on the 

Epistle to the Romans ad doc. 
81d rodro] i.e. because they did not welcome the love of the truth. 
wéyre] the prophetic present (see note on éoriv ver. 9), which not 

having been understood is altered into mémyer in the received text. 

’wvépyevav mAdvys] A strong expression which it is difficult to render 

adequately in English. It is not only that they resign themselves passively 

to the current of deceit. They are active as the champions of falsehood. 

They begin by closing their hearts to the truth. They end by being 
strenuous promoters of error. 

els 7 moretoat] The phrase sets forth the immediate purpose of their 

delusion, as iva xpiOéow describes its ultimate end and object. It is of 

little consequence here to enquire how far the particular expression eis ré 

muoredoa denotes a purpose of the divine agent, and how far merely 

a result (see note on 1 Thess. ii. 16 e’s rd dvamAnpdécat). It is clear that 
the main sentence implies a divine leading, and such moreover is the 

language elsewhere used by St Paul of this judicial blindness. 

+H Yes8er] ‘the le.’ The universe is divided between the false and 
the true, the one ranged against the other. Hence 76 peddos is opposed to 

7) GdpOera. 
The frequency in St Paul, and more especially in St John, of the 

representation of the contrast between belief and disbelief as one of truth 

and falsehood suggests two reflections. (1) Inasmuch as 7 dA7jOe is 

not in itself an obvious term for a particular dispensation or system, its 

adoption is a token of the deep impression which the Gospel made upon 

the Apostles, as answering to their natural cravings and satisfying their 
difficulties, thus producing the conviction of its truthfulness. (2) The 

use of these words is a striking example of the New Testament doctrine 

of the connexion between faith and practice. To believe is to act. 

‘Truth’ and ‘falsehood’ are terms belonging not more to the intellectual 

than to the moral world. Wrong-doing is a lie, for it is a denial of 

God’s sovereignty ; right-doing is a truth, for it is a confession of the 

same. Compare especially for this thought Rev. xxii. 15 mas diddy 

kal moray Wevdos, and again Ephes. iv. 25 16 diroOéuevor rd Wed8os, Nadetre 

dAnOevay Exagtros peta tod mAnoiov ad’rov where the Apostle is speaking 
chiefly of profligacy of life. In short, ‘truth’ and ‘falsehood’ cover the 

whole domain of morality. So it is here more the moral than the 

intellectual aspect which is contemplated, as the opposition in the next 

verse shows, ‘ who believed not the truth, but had pleasure in unrighteous- 

ness.’ 

12. «pWaor] ‘be judged, ‘called to account, and so condemned. On 

the Pauline use of xpivew and its compounds and the distinction in 

meaning between them see Oz a Fresh Revision of the English New 

Testament (ed. 3 p. 69 sq.). 

ev8oxrjoavres TH ddux(q] The weight of authority is in favour of omitting 
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év before 77 dducia, and probably it should be omitted. The constructions 

of the word in the LXx. are 7: and & rim frequently, émi ru (Judith xv. 11) 

and ru (i Macc. i. 45), these last two constructions apparently only once 

each. In the New Testament we find generally & rim, eis rs once 

(2 Pet. i. 17), re twice (Matth. xii. 18 and Heb, x. 6, both being quotations 
from the Old Testament), but never simply rw. On the other hand 
the simple dative is the common use in profane writers. Thus there 
is no improbability in eddoxjoavres 79 ddixia here, and perhaps the preposi- 
tion was added to conform to the ordinary New Testament usage. 

iii. Thanksgiving and exhortation repeated; a prayer for their 

strengthening in the faith (ii. 13—17). 

13. ‘But far different is our fortune. While they are awaiting their 

‘condemnation, it is our business to rejoice over your salvation.’ 

qjpets 88] ‘we,’ i.e. Paul and Silvanus and Timotheus. The more 
natural opposition to trois dmoAAupévots would have been wpeis, yet the 

interests were sufficiently identified with those of their converts to admit 

of the language in the text. 

Hyownpévor td Kvplov] i.e. ‘the Lord Jesus Christ,’ as seems probable 
both (1) from the fact that the word Kupvos is almost universally so applied 

by St Paul; and (2) from its.occurrence here between rg Océ and 6 Ocds. 

If on the other hand in 1 Thess. i. 4 the expression is ddeAgot Hyamnpévor 

td Ocov, this will not weigh strongly, the love of God in giving His own 
Son and the love of Christ in dying for us equally affording matter for 
contemplation, and the latter being introduced even more frequently than 

the former at least by St Paul. Compare Rom. viii. 37, 2 Cor. v. 14, Gal. 

ii. 20, Ephes. iii. 19, v. 2, 25, as against Rom. v. 8, 2 Cor. xiii. 13, 

Ephes. ii. 4. : 

eMXNaro] The word does not occur elsewhere in the New Testament in 

this meaning, which is generally expressed by éekdéyeoOat or mpoopifew. 

Indeed aipeiofa: is a rare word in any sense, being found only in two 

other passages, Phil. i. 22, Heb. xi. 25. It is not common in the LXx. 

either : compare however Deut. xxvi. 18. 

On the Alexandrian form efAaro, which is probably correct here, see 

Lobeck Phryz. pp. 183, 724, Winer § xiii. p. 86. Other examples found 

in St Paul are é£é\@are (2 Cor. vi. 17), and the aorist of mimrew and its 
compounds émecay (1 Cor. x. 8), émémecay (Rom. xv. 3), éfemécare 

(Gal. v. 4). 
"da? dpxiis] is perhaps the best supported reading, and on the whole is 
better suited to the context, bringing out the distinction between the 
original purpose of God and the historical fulfilment of that purpose. 

The phrase itself however does not occur elsewhere in St Paul, who 

expresses the eternal decrees of God by such phrases as mpd rav aidvey 

(1 Cor. ii. 7), mpd xaraBodjs kéopou (Ephes. i. 4) and the like. On the 
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other hand, the reading dapyjv has very considerable support, including 

B, and is very unlikely to have been substituted for dm’ dpyis, if the 

latter had stood in the original text. The Thessalonians converted 

on this his first visit (of which he speaks elsewhere as dpyq Tov evayyeAiou 

Phil. iv. 15) might fairly be classed among the ‘ firstfruits’ of Macedonia 
or of Europe, no less than those Philippians whose conversion preceded 
that of the Thessalonians by a few weeks. For dwapy7 (a rather favourite 
word with St Paul) compare 1 Cor. xvi. 15 dmapx7 THs ’Axaias, and Rom. 

xvi. 5 dmapyx7 tijs *Acias, where the Codex Bezz has am’ dpyijis prima manu 
and is followed in this by some western authorities. 

éy dywaopo «.7.A.] The sentence is to be connected with efAaro eis 

cwrnpiay, describing wherein the call to salvation consisted. 

ev dytacpd mveiparos] ‘22 sanctification of (or by) the Spirit’: mveipa 

being here the Holy Spirit, an interpretation to which the absence 

of the article will offer no impediment. Such appears certainly to 

be the meaning of the same expression in 1 Pet. i. 2, a passage which has 
many points of resemblance with this, daéaroNos...katra mpoyyacw Ceo 

marpés, év aytacue mvevparos, els Urakony kal pavTicpov aluaros Incov Xpiorod, 

where the mention of the three Persons of the Holy Trinity cannot fail 

to be noticed. Moreover, if the expression be so interpreted here, the 

difficulty in the order of the words vanishes. The operation of the Spirit 
is first mentioned (év dysagpé mvevparos), then the reception of the truth on 

the part of the person influenced (év mioret ddneias). 

dAnelas] is the objective genitive; ‘the faithful acceptance of the 

truth,’ in contrast to of uy morevoavres TH GAnOeia ver. 12, thus explaining 

the opposition expressed in mets dé. 

14. els 8] ‘ whereunto, ‘to which state, referring to the whole expres- 

sion eis cwrnpiay ev dyiacu@ K.T.A. 

éxdderev] ‘called you, as the fulfilment of the fore-ordained purpose 

expressed in efAaro. The Gospel preached by us was the instrument 

whereby He accomplishes His purpose. Compare Rom. viii. 30 ots dé 

mpodpicev, Tovrous kal exddecev. 

spas] The authority in favour of juas (Lachmann’s reading) is some- 

what strong: but the context so obviously requires juas and the confusion 

between the two words is so frequent, that we can scarcely hesitate to 

retain das with the received text. Lachmann places a comma after jas, 

and this is necessary if we adopt this reading; but in any case dd 

Tod evayyeAlov jar does not go so well with eis cwrnpiav x... as with 
éxddecev. 

rod ebayyedlou par] ‘the gospel which we preach.” See the references 
given in the note to 1 Thess. i. 5. The term evayyéAcoy seems first to have 
been applied to a written Gospel by Irenzeus (Waer. iii. 11. 8). 

Sv] ie. of Paul, Silvanus and Timotheus. The different usage of 
TO evayyédiov pou and 76 evayyéAtov judy in St Paul is a crucial test of the 

force of his first person plural: see the note on 1 Thess. ii. 4 ras xapdias jpav. 
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els wepurotnow Sdtys] This may mean either (1) ‘in order that we 

might obtain the glory,’ or (2) ‘in order that He might adopt us into, 

invest us with, the glory.’ For the expression itself see the note on 

1 Thess. v. 9 eis repimoinow owrnpias. 

The three stages here enumerated are (1) the predestination on the 

part of God (efAaro); (2) the historical fulfilment of that purpose 
(€xadeoev) ; (3) the glorious consummation (eis mepuroinaw S0&ns). The 

same gradations occur, with steps interpolated, in Rom. viii. 29, 30 (part 
of which has been already quoted) ots mpoéyvw cal Tpodpicer...ovs dé 

mpowpicev ToUTous Kat exdAewev’ Kal ods éxadecer, TOUTOUS Kal eStkaimgey* OvS 

8€ eStxaiwcev, Tovrous kal éSofacev. See the notes on Eph. i. 4—11, a pas- 
sage which presents many affinities with the above. 

15. dpa ofv orjkere] For dpa ody see the note on 1 Thess. v. 6: for 
otixere the note on I Thess. iii. 8. 

The drift of the Apostle’s ‘therefore’ is best apprehended by Phil. ii. 

12, 13 ‘work out your own salvation with fear and trembling, for it is God 

which worketh in you both to will and to work etc.’ ‘ Your election should 

be an encouragement to. you in well-doing, and not an occasion of 

carelessness.’ 

tas wapaSécets] The passage before us is a direct negative of the 
distinction which gained ground in later times between the written word 

and oral tradition, as if the authority of the latter were sanctioned by the 

use of sapddocis in scripture. ‘Tradition’ in the scriptural sense of the 

word may be either written or oral. It is a synonyme for ‘teaching,’ 

implying on the part of the teacher a confession that he was not expressing 

his own ideas, but delivering or handing on a message that he had 
received from heaven. Compare the use of the words sapadidova, 
mapadapuBdvew, mapayyé\kew (the last being used in classical Greek of 

transmitting the word of command); and see especially 1 Cor. xi. 23 éyé 

yap wapéXaBov did rod Kupiov, 6 kal rapédaka, of the institution of the 

Eucharist. The prominent idea of wapddoous then in the New Testament 

is that of an authority external to the teacher himself. The opposition 

between zapddocis, as dypados, and ypad? does not exist in the word itself, 
and is not sanctioned by the New Testament usage. Such an opposition 

in fact was impossible under the circumstances of the case before the era 

of the written Gospels, when instruction was still mainly conveyed by 

word of mouth. The matter of a mapddoois would be various. What 

class of subjects were included under the term may be seen from 1 Cor. 

xi. 23, already cited, or 1 Cor. xi. 2 (of certain practical regulations), xv. 3 

(of the facts of the Resurrection). On the ecclesiastical sense of the word 

see Suicer s. v. Ellicott (ad loc.) refers to Mohler’s Symbolik § 38, p. 361 sq. 

for a defence of the Roman Catholic doctrine. See also his other references. 

elre 81d Adyou «.7.A.] Not as E. V. ‘whether by word or our epistle,’ 
for jpav refers to both substantives: render ‘whether by word or by 

letter of ours. "Emworodjs may refer solely to our first Epistle, but in 
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itself is quite general. On the question whether any of St Paul’s Epistles 

have been lost see the note on iii. 17 ¢v mdon émoroAg, and a fuller treat- 

ment of the subject in PAzlippzans, p. 138 sq. Observe the difference of 

expression here and ii. 2 émorodjs ds Ov Hyd. 
16. airs 8€] is opposed to judy. The Apostle suddenly checks 

himself. ‘All our instructions,’ he says, ‘will be in vain, unless the Lord 

Himself stablish you.’ With adrés d¢ here compare 1 Thess. iii. 11, v. 23, 
and 2 Thess. iii. 16, and see the note on the first of these passages. 

We cannot fail to be struck with the similarity of structure between 

the first and second Epistles. Both are divided into two parts, the first 

being chiefly narrative or explanatory, and the second hortatory: the 

second part in both commences in much the same way (compare 1 Thess. 

iv. I Nourdy odv, ddeAgol «.7.A. with 2 Thess. iii. 1 7d Aourdy mpocedyeabe, 

adeA¢goi) ; and each part in both Epistles concludes with a prayer couched 

in similar language, avros de x.7.A. 

There are considerable variations in the MsSs., chiefly as to the 

position of the articles: but on the whole the weight of evidence is in 
favour of reading 6 Kupios judy "Incots Xpiords kal Oeds 6 warnp Tpav. 

Lachmann still further inserts the article before Xparés on the slenderest 

authority (A and one cursive), apparently for the sake of the parallelism 

"Inoods 6 Xpioros and Geds 6 warjp. But the chiasm in the reading adopted, 

6 Kupwos qyav answering to 6 warnp nuav and Oeds corresponding to “Inaods 

Xpiorés, is much more after St Paul’s manner. Of the variants the 

insertion of the article before Geés is the most worthy of consideration, 

and has the support of B K and D grimd manu. 

The usual order of the names of the Father and Son is reversed here, 

as in the apostolic benediction 9 yapis rod Kupiov Incod Xpiorod kal 4 

dyann Tod Geou x.7.d. (2 Cor. xiii. 13). 

6 warip jpav] When judy is added there seems always to be a more 

emphatic reference to His fatherly tenderness and protection, as here. 

6 dyatijoas ipds] These words ought probably to be referred to Ocds 

6 mwaryp judy alone; though it is difficult to see how St Paul could 

otherwise have expressed his thought, if he had intended it to refer to the 

Son, as well as the Father. There is probably no instance in St Paul of a 

plural adjective or verb, where the two Persons of the Godhead are 

mentioned. At least both here and in 1 Thess. iii. 11 the singular verb is, 

as it would seem, designedly employed. See also the note on 1 Thess. |. c. 

The aorist dyamjoas (not dyarav) refers to the act of His love in giving 
His Son to die for us. Compare John iii. 16 odras yap nydamnoey 6 Gets ray 
kécpov, Sore «rd. This act is the source of all our consolation and hope. 

mapdkdynow, édml8a] ‘consolation and encouragement in the present, 

hope for the future.’ 
aleviav] ‘ xeverfailing, ‘inexhaustible’ Aidmos is generally an adjec- 

tive of two terminations, Hebr. ix. 12 being the only other exception 

in the New Testament. 
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év xdpuri] ‘as an act of grace, i.e. without any claims or deserving 
on our part. These words refer to the whole clause 6 dyamyjoas nyuas 

kai Sovs «7.4. They are used in this sense in Rom. v. 15, 2 Cor. i. 12, 

Gal. i. 6. Other passages however, as Col. iii. 16, iv. 6, 2 Tim. ii. 1, 

2 Pet. iii, 18, perhaps suggest a different interpretation, ‘by the posses- 

sion of grace,’ as a Christian virtue, and possibly the E. V. intended 

this by the rendering ‘through grace.’ The former interpretation how- 

ever is more natural, 

17. oryplfa] A furtherance and confirmation of the work begun in 

mapaxaAdéoat. On mapakadeiv see the note on 1 Thess. ii. 11. 

mavtl py kal A6yw dya6G] Here the adjectives wavri and dyaé refer 
to both the intervening nouns. For a similar instance of a sentence 

bound together by the first and last words see ver. 9 above. 

The order épy xai Aoye is much better supported than that of the 

received text which reverses the words, and is capable of an easy explana- 

tion. ‘May the grace of God extend not to your works only, but to your 

words also,’ i.e. be exhibited in minor as in greater matters. 



CHAPTER III. 

3. HORTATORY PORTION, iii. 1—16. 

i. Exhortation to prayer, and anticipation of their progress 
tn faith (iii. I—5). 

1. TS Aouwdy] ‘ Fizally” On the meaning of this phrase and the 
position it occupies in St Paul’s Epistles, as ushering in the conclusion, 

see the note on 1 Thess. iv. I. 

mpooetxeoBe mepl ripav] literally ‘make us the subject of your prayers’ ; 
and so the phrase becomes equivalent to, though slightly weaker than, 

mpocedxerbe vmrep HLaY. 
& NSyos roU Kuplov] See the note on 1 Thess. i. 8. 

tpexy Kal Sofdtnrar] ‘may have a triumphant career? Tpéxy ‘may 
speed onward,’ with an allusion apparently to Ps. cxlvii. 15 éws tayous 

Spapeiras 6 Adyos adrov. Ao€dtnrar ‘may be received with honour.’ See 

Acts xiii. 48 éddéafov rév Adyor Tod Ocod, of the heathen population of the 
Pisidian Antioch. 

2. tva pucddpev] It is surely a mistaken zeal for the honour of the 

Apostle, which refuses to see in this prayer a ‘shrinking of the flesh,’ 

in other words an instinct of self-preservation. No one else would be 

blamed for praying to be delivered from his enemies, irrespectively of 

any great work which depended on his life; and it is not easy to see 

how such a desire is unworthy of an Apostle. That the personal feeling 

does come in here appears from the form of the sentence iva...rpéyy..- 
kai iva puocOdpev. If the Apostle had had no further motive in wishing 

to live than the furtherance of the Gospel, we might expect the words 

to run iva pucOdpev...xal tpéxn. For the form and purport of this prayer 

compare Rom. xv. 30, 31. 

drémev] The word signifies ‘out of place,’ and hence in later 

writers ‘impracticable, perverse, irregular, outrageous.’ Hence arora 

movety and mpdarrev is not an uncommon phrase in later Greek for ‘to 
commit an outrage, both in profane writers and in the Lxx. Indeed 

this moral sense of dromos seems to be the common one in the later 

Greek. See Philo Leg. Alleg. iii. § 17, 1. p. 97 (ed. Mangey) Gromos 
Aéeyerat etvar 6 Paidos* Gromoy S€ éort xaxdv SvoOerov, and other references 
given in Ellicott. 
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od ydp mdvrov y mlrns] ‘for the faith, i.e. the Gospel, ‘zs not the 
portion of all’ The ordinary usage of 7 iors in the New Testament 

seems to require this translation here, e.g. Gal. vi. 10 rods olxelous ris 
miarews. See the note there, and for a discussion of the word wiotts, 

Galatians, p.154.sq. The expression ‘not all’ is a common litotes in all 

languages for ‘the few,’ as in the proverbial expression ov mavrés dvdpés els 
Képwov éo@ 6 mois. 

To what enemies does St Paul here allude? The answer must be 

supplied by a comparison of the passage before us with the notices in the 

Acts relating to this period of the Apostle’s life. (1) The enemies here 

spoken of are without the pale of the Church. They are not of ‘the 

household of the faith.” There is no reason to suppose that St Paul had 

much to fear at this early stage from the Judaizing Christians, from whom 
he suffered so much persecution subsequently ; nor is it probable that their 

hostility, though systematically attacking his influence, ever endangered his 

life. It is arbitrary to explain ov mavrwy cory 7 miorts ‘all who profess 

Christianity are not genuine believers’; and still more unjustifiable to 
interpret of detOodyres ev TH “Iovdaig (Rom. xv. 31) of Judaizing Christians. 

(z) The narrative in the Acts points to the Jews, as the authors of St 
Paul’s sufferings during this visit to Greece. They persecuted him at 

Thessalonica itself (xvii. 5) and Berea (xvii. 13). His preaching at Corinth, 
from which city this letter was written, was likewise interrupted, and his 

life endangered, by them (Acts xviii. 12 sq.). And throughout these 

Epistles it is evident that St Paul regards them, rather than the heathen, 

as the most determined opponents of the Gospel. See 1 Thess. ii. 14 and 

the notes there. 

3. mords 8] Suggested by the foregoing ov yap mavrwy 7 miotts. 
‘Men may be faithless, but God is faithful.’ Compare 2 Tim. ii. 13 «i 

amirobper, éxeivos mioros pevet, Rom. iii. 3 yyy dmeoria adray thy mioti Tod 

©cod xarapyjoe; At the same time, this opposition should not lead us to 
give to 7 mics in the preceding verse the sense of ‘fidelity,’ while other 

considerations are strongly in favour of the objective sense ‘the faith.’ 

For (1) the Gospel is a life, and the objective (‘the faith’) and subjective 

(‘faith’) are so closely bound together that the one more or less involves 

the other. (2) Even setting aside this indirect antagonism of meaning, 

the appeal to the ear would be sufficient to recommend this paronomasia, 

as a means of riveting attention. For instances of this imperfect 
connexion in sense in St Paul, compare 1 Cor. iii. 17 et rus rév vady rod 
Ccod pbeiper, POepei rotirov 6 Oeds, xi. 29 kpiva éavTG éoGier kai river, py 

Staxpivey ro cdpa. See also the note below on ver. I1. 

kal duAdée] i.e. ‘He will not only place you in a firm position, but also 
maintain you there against assaults from without.’ 

dd tod trovnpot] It is questioned whether this phrase should be 

rendered ‘from evil’ or ‘from the Evil One.’ The latter seems the more 

probable rendering, for as in an Attic writer the genius of the language 
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would at once point to ré mompév ‘evil’ as a principle ; so on the other 
hand in the New Testament the frequency of 6 movnpos compared with ré 

movnpoy is strongly in favour of the masculine. There are but two certain 
instances of the neuter, Luke vi. 45 6 wovnpds ex rou movnpod mpodéper Td 

mommpov and Rom. xii.g dwooruyotvres +d ovnpév, where in both cases it 

is directly opposed to 7a dya@évy. On the other hand the masculine is 
certainly employed in no less than eight passages (Matt. v. 37, xiii. 19, 

38, 49, Eph. vi. 16, 1 Joh. ii. 13, 14, iii. 12, v. 18, 19). In Matt. v. 39 wa 
dyriorivat TS movnp@ (E. V. ‘that ye resist not evil’) the context seems to 

support the rendering ‘the evil man’ (comp. 1 Joh. v. 19), for it goes on 

ON Botts «A. In John xvii. 15 va rnpyons avrovs éx Tot movnpod, as in the 

present passage, there seems to be an indirect allusion to the Lord’s prayer. 

The rendering adopted in the clause of the Lord’s prayer ought 
probably to decide the meaning in these two last cases ; but here again 

there is an ambiguity. The question must be decided mainly on two 

issues : (1) the comparison of any Jewish formularies, which our Lord 

may be found to have sanctioned and embodied in this compendium of 

prayer ; and (2) the traditional interpretation of the prayer itself, for this 

is exactly an instance in which tradition would be especially valuable and 

might be expected to be tolerably consistent. With regard to Jewish 

formularies the passages collected in Wetstein on Matth. vi. 13 are on 

the whole in favour of the masculine. That the expression ‘the Evil One’ 
was not uncommon in early Rabbinical writings is evidenced from its use 

in such passages as Midrash Shemoth Rabbah c. 21 ‘God delivered me 

over to the Evil One,’ IZzdrash Debarim Rabbah c. 11 ‘the Evil One, the 

head of all Satanim,’ and Baba Bathra 16a, where Job ix. 24 is quoted 
‘the earth is given into the hands of the Evil One.’ And this seems also 
to have been the traditional interpretation. Among Greek writers there 
is absolute unanimity on this point : see Clem. Hom. xix. 2, Origen de 
Orat. 30 (1. p. 265), Sed. in Psalm. ii. § 3 (11. p. 661), Dionysius of 
Alexandria Fragm. (p. 1601 ed. Migne), Cyril of Jerusalem Cadech. xxiii. 
19 (p. 331), Gregory of Nyssa de Orat. Dom. § (1. p. 760), Didymus of 

Alexandria zz 1 Johan. v. 19 (p. 1806 ed. Migne), c. Manich. 11 (p. 1100), 
Chrysostom iz Matt. Hom. xix. (VU. p. 253), Isidore of Pelusium East. 

iv. 24 (p. 425). With the Latin fathers there is not the same agreement. 

But the two great ante-Nicene Western fathers treat the word as 

masculine; e.g. Tertullian in de Ovat.§ 8 and de fuga § 2, and Cyprian in 
de Domin. Orat. 25. The other interpretation was apparently started by 
Augustine (ZP7s¢. 130, de Serm. Dom. ii. 35 etc.) and spread through his 

influence. Again, the evidence of early versions (the Syriac and Sahidic 

certainly, the Memphitic and Old Latin probably) and of the Eastern 
Liturgies points decisively to the masculine rendering. On all these 

grounds therefore it is highly probable that rod movnpod is here ‘the Evil 

One.’ See the subject treated at length in Appendix 1. of the work On a 

Fresh Revision of the English New Testament (ed. 3) p. 269 sq. 
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The ‘Evil One’ is the father of the ‘evil men’ of ver. 2. Their 

assaults are instigated by him. On the manner in which St Paul turns 
from himself to his converts, see Calvin here: ‘de aliis magis quam de 

se anxium fuisse Paulum, ostendunt haec ipsa verba.’ 
4. werolQapev St] ‘But if we have enjoined you to pray for us, it is 

not from any distrust of your doing so.’ 
The most common constructions with wemoOéva in the New Testament 

are ru and émi rw: but the verb also takes emi rwa (2 Cor. ii. 3), els rwa 

(Gal. v. 10) and & rev (Phil. iii. 3, 4 év capkt memouBévar) of the objects of 

trust. This being the case, two constructions are possible here. (1) We 

may consider év Kupig as the more immediate object of trust (compare év 
oapxi Phil. 1. c.), and paraphrase: ‘I put my trust in the Lord, this trust 

being directed towards you.’ Or (2) we may take é@’ vyds as giving the 

more immediate object of wemorOévar, while év Kupi@ describes the element 
in which it is exercised according to the common New Testament usage 
of év Kupie, év Xpiorg, removing trust from the domain of worldly calcula- 

tions and motives. Thus the sentence becomes almost equivalent to ‘my 
trust in you comes from the Lord.’ Compare Rom. xiv. 14 ofda xat 
mwéreopat év Kupie. The order is perhaps in favour of the former 

connexion : the parallel passage in Gal. v. 10 wémowa eis Uuas ev Kupio dre 
«.7.A. supports the latter. 

& mapayya\Aopev] ie. the charge just given that they should pray for 
him. 

The received text is probably correct, except that external authority 

(including »BD) is strongly in favour of the omission of jyiv. Lachmann 

introduces the words vyiv kai émoujoare kat in brackets after mapayyéANopev 
on the strength of two important manuscripts (B and F) ; but the insertion 

is not justified either on external or internal grounds of probability. 

5- 6 8 Kipwos «.7.A.] The force of the ‘particle may be expressed 

somewhat as follows: ‘In this, as in other things, I trust you: only may 

the Lord be your guide.’ 

katev@ivar] On the metaphor conveyed in this word see the note on 
1 Thess. iii. 11. 

tov @cod, tou Xpiorov] Are the genitive cases here subjective or 

objective? In other words: does ‘the love of God’ signify ‘the love 

which God has shown towards them, or ‘the love which they should feel 
towards Him,’ or something between the two? By ‘the patient waiting of 

Christ’ does the Apostle mean ‘such patient endurance under persecution 

as Christ exhibited in the flesh,’ or ‘the patient waiting for the coming of 

Christ’? 

May we not say with regard to the first of these expressions 7 dyday 
Tov @eov, that the Apostles availed themselves, either consciously or 

unconsciously, of the vagueness or rather comprehensiveness of language, 

to express a great spiritual truth : that they use the expression ‘the love of 

God,’ not only of that which is external to us of the divine attribute itself, 
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but also of that same principle as imparted to us and so reflected back on 
its author, as ‘love towards God’: and that these senses are so combined 

and interwoven, that it is very seldom possible, where the expression 

occurs, to separate the one from the other? So only can we explain the 

language of St Paul and St John, where the two senses of ‘the love of 

God,’ as God’s love towards us and our love towards God, are regarded as 

logically convertible. Any one who will compare 1 John ii. 5 ev rovr@ 7 

dydrn rot Ocod reredelwrat, 15 édy Tis dyawG Toy KOopOV, OK EoTW 7 dydmy 

Tov marpos év aura, ili. 16 ev rour@ éyydkapev Tiy dydmny bri, 17 THs Hj Gyan 

Tov Gcod péver ev arg ; and especially iv. 7—12, 16—19, v. 3, will feel the 

difficulty of separating between the two usages. A signal instance of this 

we have in St John himself, who, from being ‘the beloved disciple,’ 

became himself the great preacher of love. 

That the same comprehensive significance may attach to the expression 

in St Paul will, I think, appear from Rom. v. 5 7 dydmn rot Geod éxxéxurar 

év traits xapdiats compared with its context, and from Rom. viii. 35, 39. 

Compare also Ephes. iii. 19, 2 Cor. v.14. In the same wide sense should 

probably be taken 7 dyamn rot mvevparos (Rom. xv. 30), and 7 dydaary Tob 

@ecou in the benediction (2 Cor. xiii. 13). 

Thus then 9 dydrn tot Ocod here will signify ‘the love of God,’ not 

only as an objective attribute of deity, but as a ruling principle in our 

hearts ; including perhaps the idea of love towards God, this however not 

being the most prominent idea. 

Analogously to this, 7 vopov) rod Xpicrov will be best explained not 

exactly as ‘patience like that of Christ,’ which would not exhaust its mean- 

ing ; but ‘the patience of Christ,’in which the believer participates, Compare 

the expression in 2 Cor. i. § meptocevet Ta waOjpara tov Xprorod eis jas, 

exemplifying the close union of the believer with Christ, 7 decatoodmm rod 

Xpiorod, and kindred phrases. The interpretation of the E. V. however 

‘the patient waiting for Christ,’ in the same sense as ris umopovis Tis 

€dridos tod Kupiov (1 Thess, i. 3), accords well with the tone of the whole 

Epistle, and is not to be hastily rejected. But there is no instance of this 

use of vmopovy, the verb employed to express this meaning being dvapévew 

(1 Thess. i. 10), not vopévew :‘and the reference to the coming of Christ, 

the leading topic of these Epistles, is implied, though less directly, in 

the more natural interpretation of dopovn. See Ignat. Rom. to (with the 

note) éppwade eis rédos ev Umropovy "Incod Xpiorov, where probably the 

expression is derived from St Paul. On dzropov) in its connexion with Amis 

see the note on 1 Thess. i. 3, and on the word generally see on Col. i. 11. 

ii. Reproof of the idle, disorderly and disobedient (iii. 6—15). 

6. The comparison of St Paul’s language here with his brief charge 
on the same subject in the first Epistle (v. 13, 14) is instructive. What 

was at the earlier date a vague suspicion is now an ascertained fact. The 
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disorderly conduct, of certain members has become patent. Hence the 
stress laid on the charge here, both in the solemn adjuration with which it 

is introduced, and in the greater length with which he dwells on the 

subject. On the nature of this draéia see the notes on 1 Thess. iv. 

13, and v. 13. 

twapayyé&Aonev] We cannot altogether lose sight of the classical sense 
of rapayyéd\ew here, as referring to ‘the word of command,’ in connexion 
with the draxras which follows. Ignatius has this same form of adjuration 

Polyc. 5 spoiws kai trois ddeAois pou mapdyyeAXe ev dydpare "Inood Xpicrob 
dyaray ras avpBiovs. See the note on drakras below. 

The passage may be paraphrased thus. ‘ Your title of brethren should 

remind you of your mutual obligations. The name of the Lord Jesus 

Christ should be your watchword of unity.’ Compare the note on 

I Cor. i. 10, where exhorting the Corinthians to unity in the same way he 

SayS : mapaxad@ 8 vas, adcAgoi, dia Tod dvdparos Tov Kupiov judy "Incod 

Xpicrod, iva 6 adrd Aéynre Tavtes. 
orAderbat] The active verb oréAXew (and sometimes the middle form 

oréAXeo Ga: also), is used especially of furling sails (Hom. //. i. 433) and of 

girding up a robe (Ap. Rhod. Argon. iv. 45). Thus oréddeo Oat absolutely 
signifies ‘to gather oneself together,’ ‘to shrink into oneself, and so ‘to 

hold back, withdraw.’ The metaphor then is not directly nautical, 

though vmooréAXecOat is very common in this sense. It occasionally 

takes an accusative of the object shunned, as in 2 Cor. viii. 20 oreAAdpevor 

TovTO, py Tis Nas popnonras: on the other hand vmooréAAeoOa with this 

construction is found not unfrequently in classical writers. For oréAkeoOat 

dé compare Malachi ii. 5 dé mpoodrov dvéuarés pou otéAXeo Oat adrov. 

mavros ddeApov] with a slight reference to dSeAgoi above. ‘Your duty 

to the brotherhood requires you to withdraw from a disorderly brother, 
because he is a brother.’ Compare I Cor. v. 11 dav Tis ddeAos dvopatopevos 

7] wépvos...7@ Torovre@ nde cvverOieww. 

dtdkrws|] ‘disorderly’; a metaphor borrowed more especially from 

military discipline, drafia meaning ‘insubordination.’ It may be worth 
while to compare the address (sapdyyeAya) of Germanicus to the army on 

the occasion of the mutiny related in Tacitus (dz. i. 43) ‘discedite a 

contactu, ac dividite turbidos: id stabile ad paenitentiam, id fidei vinculum 

erit, where the terms used present affinities to St Paul’s language here. 

The same must be the conduct of the Christian soldier (2 Tim. ii. 3), 

however different the character of his orpareia (2 Cor. x. 4). 

kara Thy jwapddoow K.t.A.] For mapddoors and wapadapyBavew see the note 
on ii. 15. 

There is great diversity in reading here, the authorities varying between 

mapedaBooay, éddBocav, mapéAaBov, mapedaBere, mapédaBe. The choice lies 

ultimately between zapeAdBocay and rapeAdfere, the other readings having 

obviously been derived from one or other of these. Where the weight of 

authority on either side is very evenly balanced, it seems better to choose 

L. EP. 9 
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the third person mapeAdBocay, for the frequent occurrence of mapeAdBere 
(e.g. 1 Thess, iv. 1) was likely to suggest the alteration. 

On the form mapeAdBocay see Winer § xiii. p.g1. Other examples in 

the New Testament are elyooav (John xv. 22, 24), édiSocav (John xix. 3) 

and éSoAvoicav (Rom. iii. 13), the last a quotation from the Lxx., where 

the use is not uncommon. It may perhaps have been suggested by a 

striving after conformity with the first aorist ; though probably it does not 

differ very much from the original termination of the 3rd plur. 2nd aorist, 

the first and second aorists having grown out of the same primary form. 

7. avrol yap «.t.A.] ‘For you know of yourselves by your own observa- 

tion, without my urging it upon you.’ The yap is probably explained by 

ért. For the expression see 1 Thess. ii. 1 with the note. 

ms Set pipetoar pas] an abridged expression for ‘how ye ought to 

walk, so as to imitate us’ (ads dei vas mepurareiv More pietcOat nas). 

$7] seems here to be ‘for,’ explaining avrot yap otdare. This construc- 

tion is simpler than taking the last clause ore ovk jraxryocapev x..A. in the 

sense ‘how that, as an explanation of més det pipeioOar pas. Perhaps 

however such indirectly analogous instances as 1 Thess. i. 4, 5 eiSdres rhv 

éxXoyny vay ort, which are frequent in St Paul, may seem to favour the 
other construction. 

8. 0888] ‘ we were not disorderly, nor yet were we idle? 

wapd tivos] To be taken with the whole sentence dapedv prov 

€pdyouev—an expression equivalent to depeay dprov éAdBopev bv ébdyouev 

‘did we receive the bread we ate,’—rather than with either depedy or dprov 

singly. On 8epedy see Gal. ii. 21 with the note. 

é& kérr kal p6x8o] For these words see the note on 1 Thess. ii. 9; as 

also for the order yixra cai juépav and for the subject of St Paul’s manual 
labour. 

The words here are almost a repetition of the language in that passage. 
The motive however in introducing the subject is different: there the 
Apostle is dwelling on his labour as a sign of his disinterestedness, here, 
as an example to be followed by others. 

vixra Kat spépav] The reading vuxrés xai épas has the support of the 
two oldest Mss. (NB); but it may have been introduced to conform to 
1 Thess. ii. 9. The accusative cases are stronger than the genitives, 
implying the uninterruptedness of the labour. 

9. The anxiety with which the writer guards against misapprehension, 
as if the work of the ministry should be gratuitous, is characteristic of St 
Paul. See especially 1 Cor. ix. 3—18, where the assertion of his right, and 
the waiving of his claim in the particular case, are dwelt upon side by 
side with great force. 

&ovelav] St Paul speaks of this same right as éfovola in the 
parallel passage referred to in the last note (see 1 Cor. ix. 4, 12). 
The word éfovoia, which originally signified merely ‘liberty to act? 
whether conferred by law or not, shifted its meaning, and as time 
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advanced obtained more and more the signification of a definite, 

positive and acknowledged right, implying control over others. For 

power over means follows as a necessary consequence upon liberty of 

action. This meaning, which is perceptible in classical writers, is 

more definitely stamped on the word in the New Testament, eg. Luke 

xxiii. 7. 
ON Wa] ‘but we waived it that’; another of St Paul’s ellipses. 

See the note on ii. 3, 7, where examples are given. 

vérov Sépev] In another connexion, and probably with no reference 
to this passage, Clement of Rome (§ 5) says of St Paul vzopovijs 

yevdpevos péytoros vmroypappés. 

els rd puppet Oar pds] On the other hand a different preposition is 

used above: mpos rd py émtBapnoa. Something has been said on the 

distinction between the two words in the note on Philemon 5. The 

fact seems to be that, while zpés always denotes a purpose (at least in 

the New Testament), efs points to the end of the action; whether as 

implying a purpose (as is frequently the case, here for instance), or not. 

See the note on 1 Thess. ii. 16 e/s ro dvamdknpdoa. In two passages, 

Ephes. vi. 11, James iii. 3, in both of which a purpose is implied, the 
reading varies between mpés and eis, wpés being more strongly supported 

in the first case, ets in the second. This distinction between the two 

prepositions arises out of the composition of the words, since mpéds 
contains a reference to the source of the action (mpo-7: see Mew Crat. 
§ 171) which is not directly involved in eds (e-s). Thus Aristotle’s 
category of ‘relation’ (Donalds. Gv. Gr. § 486) is expressed by mpés re 
not by ets re. 

10. Kal ydp] ‘or also’; i.e. ‘not only did we set before you our own 

example, but we gave you a positive precept to this effect, when at 

Thessalonica.’ 

el tig od ON. K-7.A.] St Paul seems to be repeating a favourite maxim 

of the Rabbins. See the passages in Wetstein, especially Beveshith R. ii. 

2 ‘ego vero si non edo,’ xiv. 12 ‘ut, si non laborat, non manducet.’ This 

book however dates in the fourth century A.D., and possibly the form 

which the precept has taken may have been derived from St Paul. In 

spirit at least this honorable feature in the teaching of the Rabbins accords 
with St Paul: see the notes on 1 Thess. ii. 9 épyaéuevor, and on rév 
éaurav dprov below (ver. 12). 

For the change to the direct narrative, the exact words as spoken 

being introduced by ér, compare Acts xiv. 22 mapaxadovvres éppevew TH 

miores kal Ore dia moAAGy Odripewv Sei nuas eioeAGety cis tHv BaciArclay rod 

@cov, xxiii. 22, Gal. i. 23 (with the note), and see the examples given in 

Winer § lx. p. 683. 
od Oéda] ‘2s unwilling, refuses’ ‘Nolle vitium est’ is Bengel’s 

comment. 
II. paStv épyatopévous dAAG aeptepyatounévous] Compare Afer’s saying 

Q—2 
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reported by Quintilian (vi. 3. 54) of Mallius Sura, a bustling lawyer, 

‘non agere dixit sed satagere’ (quoted by Jowett), and Demosthenes 

Phil. iv. p. 150 cot pev é& dv epydty kal reptepydty rods éaxdrovs dvras 

kwddvous. For other instances of this play on words see the note on 

Phil. iii. 3 xararopy, mepcropy: and add the following examples from 

St Paul, 1 Cor. vii. 31 of xpopevor Tov Koopoy os py KaTayp@pevot, 2 Cor. 

i. 13 & dvaywooxere i} Kal emrywdorere, iii. 2 yewwoKopévn Kal dvaywoco- 
pévn, vi. 10 os pydev exovres Kal mdvra KaréyoyTes, X. I2 ov ToApGaper 

évxpivat 4 ouvkpivat éavrovs, and from the Epistle to the Hebrews (v. 8) 

guabev dd’ av erabey tiv Umaxoyy (comp. * where pain ends, gain ends too’). 

12. kal wapakadotpev] SC. avro’s : ‘yea, and we even entreat them. 

év Kuplo *Incod XpiorrG] This is by far the best supported reading ; 

and as there was no more likelihood of its being substituted for d:a rod 

Kupiov judy “Incotd Xptorod than conversely, it must be adopted in place of 

the reading of the received text. 

tva] See the notes on 1 Thess. ii. 16, v. 4. Tapaxadeiv and mapayyéA- 

Aew va are very frequent combinations, and link together the later use 
of wa with the earlier. Compare 1 Cor. i. Io, xvi. 12, 15, 2 Cor. viii. 6, 

xii. 8, 1 Thess. iv. I etc. 

pera yovxlas épyafspevor] The direct opposite to pndev epyatopévous 
GAA meptepyaCopevous, pera jovxias being opposed to mepcrepyaCopevovs. 

rov éavtav dptov] A Rabbinical phrase apparently, like the precept in 

ver. 10. Compare the references in Wetstein and Schéttgen. 

13. ‘On the other hand, we exhort the rest of you, who have hitherto 

lived soberly, to persevere in your honorable course.’ 

pa) éykaxyonte] Wherever the word éyxaxeiy or évkaxeiv occurs in the 
New Testament (Luke xviii. 1, 2 Cor. iv. 1, 16, Gal. vi. 9, Eph. iii. 13), it 
is always with the form éxxaxeiy as a various reading ; the same authorities 

substantially being ranged on either side, but the weight of testimony 

being in favour of éyxaxeiv. The form éxxaxeiy indeed seems to be later, 

though it was in use in the time of the Greek Commentators, Chrysostom 

etc. (see Tischendorf on 2 Cor. iv. 1); and, it may be conjectured, arose 

in the first instance from a faulty pronunciation, rather than as a distinct 

compound. There can be little doubt that éyxaxeiy is correct, and it is 

supported by the analogous use of év in éAAeiwew. ’Eyxaxeiy occurs in the 
versions of Symmachus (Gen. xxvii. 46, Numb. xxi. 5) and of Theodotion 

(Prov. iii, 11), and in Polybius iv. 19, 10. The word dzoxaxeiv, which is 

found once in the LXx. (Jer. xv. 9) as equivalent to ‘ exspiro,’ might seem 

to favour éxkaxety. 

Kadorootvres] ‘27 well-doing, i.e. ‘in your honorable course’: a amaf 

‘ Aeyowevoy in the New Testament. It must not. be rendered, as it is 

sometimes taken, even by Chrysostom and the Greek commentators 

generally, ‘in your charitable course’—a restricted sense which dyaOomateiv 
frequently has, but which kadororety could not admit. In Levit. v..4 the 

reading seems to be xadds motjoa. The substantive xadomoia occurs in 
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Theophyl. ad Autol. i. 3. Compare Gal. vi. 9 ro S€ addy rowodyres py 
éykakGpev. 

14. 81d ris érirroh#s] must be attached to 7G Adye quay ‘our charge 

conveyed by our letter” The insertion of the article r@ dua ris emioroAjjs 
would define the construction more precisely, but its absence is no 

objection to this rendering in the Greek of the New Testament. See the 

note on 1 Thess. i. I év Ged marpi and the references given there. On the 

other hand it is proposed by some to attach dca rip émioroAfjs to what 

follows, ‘mark him in (or ‘by’) your letter.’ But this is doubly objection- 

able, (1) as laying an emphasis on the letter, which is not easy of 

explanation ; and (2) because ‘your letter,’ where we should expect ‘a 

letter,’ assumes a reply on the part of the Thessalonians, which assumption 

is not borne out by any hint in this Epistle. It is better therefore to 

suppose that 7 émoroXy refers to the present Epistle, as it does elsewhere; 

though generally, as here, only at the close of the letter (comp. 1 Thess. 

v. 27, Rom. xvi. 22, Col. iv. 16). On the other hand, this explanation will 

not apply to 1 Cor. v. 9 (see the note there). 

The words dia ris émsorodns are added, because the Apostle feared 

that the unruly members might presume on his absence : comp. I Cor. v. 

3, 2 Cor. x. 11. His written commands, he would say, are of equal 

authority with his personal commands. The New Testament writers 

nowhere betray any consciousness, either on their own part, or on the 

part of their hearers, that their written teaching was inspired in any 
higher sense than their oral teaching. 

onpeotobe] ‘set your mark on. The word cnpetovo Oa, in itself neutral, 
got to imply more or less the idea of disapprobation, though not so 

definitely as the corresponding Latin word ‘notare,’ ‘to brand,’ ‘ repro- 

bate.’ Compare Dion. Hal. de adm. vi dic. Dem. p. 1127 ed. Reiske of 
8 ds dudprnua tov propos €onwetwoavro, Polyb. v. 78 of a sinister omen, 

onpetwodpevos TO yeyovds. The form onperotaoOa is condemned by the 
Atticists (Thomas Mag. p. 791, Herodian p. 420 ed. Koch, these references 

are from Ellicott), who gave drocnuaiveoOa as the correct Attic word ; 

and probably with justice, for the derivation of onpewdo@a from a 

secondary substantive (cnpeiov from ofa) points to a later origin. 
Compare the old ‘acknow’ with the modern ‘acknowledge.’ SnpevotoOac 

however occurs as early as Theophrastus at least (Caus. Plant. i. 21.7 

mpooemaAcyet Tors elpnevors kal Ta ToOLadTa onpecovpevos Ort x.T.A. if the present 

text may be depended upon). I cannot trace the reference to Hippocrates 

given in De Wette. The language of Aristotle and Theophrastus often 

forms a link between the pure Attic and the xow of later writers. 
It is difficult to decide between the claims of the readings pi) cvvavapiy- 

vuobat (omitting xal) and kai py) cuvavapiyyucGe. The former on the whole 

is the more probable, the weight of external testimony (NABD® copt.) 

being in its favour. The order of the variants would then be (1) onpet- 

ovabe py cvvavapiyvvabat, (2) onpetodobe py cvvavapiyvvade, the ordinary 
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error between ¢ and ai, (3) onpetodode xa py ovvavapiyruade, the cai being 

added in order to obviate the abruptness. If this be so, the reading 
of some few MSS. (as D*F) onpetotode cai py cvvavapiyrvcba is to be 

regarded as a mere transcriptional error, -o6a: for -ode, arising out of (3). 

Otherwise it would point to cai py cvvavapiyrvo de as the original reading. 

py cvvavaplyvvcGar] ‘so as not to mix freely with them.’ The double 

compound is expressive ; the first preposition tv denoting ‘combination,’ 

the second dva ‘interchange.’ It is used in the same connexion in 1 Cor. 

v. 9, 11, and never elsewhere in the New Testament. It is found however 
in a quotation from Clearchus given in Athenzeus (Dezgm. vi. 68, p. 256) of 

professional flatterers moving about among the townsfolk (cuvavapryrdpevor 
Trois kara THY woAw) in order to report what they heard to their patrons. 

15. kal] The use of xai, where we should expect dada, is easily 

explained, if we regard vovdereire as the leading word of the sentence, and 

the rest as qualifying it. The sense will thus be, ‘and reprove him, but 

as you would reprove a brother, not regarding him as an enemy.’ The 

anxiety of St Paul to soften the severity of his censure has led to a 

confusion in the form of the sentence; the qualifying clause, which ought 
to have been subordinate, taking the first place. Novereiy implies a 

greater or less shade of blame, meaning ‘to remind another of his duty,’ 

but always with some idea of ‘admonition.’ Compare Tit. iii. 10 piav cat 

Seurépav vovOeciay, and see Trench WV. 7. Syx. § xxxii. p. 111 sq. 
For the spirit of the charge given to the Thessalonians here, compare 

the analogous case of the Corinthian offender (2 Cor. ii. 6, 7). The 

cuvavaplyvucda. seems not itself to mean the absolute ignoring of the 

delinquent, but the refusal to hold free intercourse or have familiar 

dealings with him. In ¢ Cor. v. 11 the separation was much more strict, 

and so it is enforced by adding rg rotovr@ pyde cvver bie. 

Polycarp repeats the words of St Paul when dealing with the case of 

some offenders at Philippi (PAz7. 11 ‘non sicut inimicos tales existimetis, 

sed sicut passibilia membra et errantia eos revocate’). 

iii. Prayer to the Lord of Peace (iii. 16). 

16. adbros 82] ‘only may the Lord of peace Himself.’ The disjunctive 

particle é¢ is slightly corrective of the preceding. Itimplies: ‘Yet without 

the help of the Lord all your efforts will be in vain’; see the note on 
1 Thess. v. 23, where the same phrase occurs in the corresponding 

position in the Epistle. 
It is doubtful whether by 6 Kvpsos here is meant ‘God the Father,’ or 

the ‘Lord Jesus Christ.’ In favour of the former may be urged the 

corresponding 6 Geés rijs elpyyys at the close of the first Epistle (v. 23) : 

in favour of the latter the almost universal meaning of Kvpios in St Paul. 

& wavtl rérq v. 1. tpdr@] The external authority is evenly balanced 

between rém@ and rpém@, though somewhat favouring the latter reading. 
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But on the whole rém@ is perhaps to be preferred as suiting the context 

somewhat better, ‘at all times, in all places,’ i.e. ‘wheresoever you are.’ 

For év ravri rém@ comp. 1 Cor. i. 2, 2 Cor. ii. 14,1 Thess. i. 8, 1 Tim. ii. 6. 
On the other hand it may be argued that the original reading was ev mayrti 

tpénr@, altered by transcribers into rér@ to conform to a common ex- 

pression. The preposition év however is awkward where the simple zavri 

tpome (Phil. i, 18), or even xara mdvra rpdmov (Rom. iii. 2, cf.2 Thess. ii. 3), 

would be more natural. 

peta tmdvTav tpav] ‘with you all,’ not excluding those who are walking 

disorderly. 

4. SPECIAL DIRECTION AND BENEDICTION, iii. 17, 18. 

17. St Paul here takes the pen from the amanuensis, and adds the 

two last verses containing the salutation in his own handwriting. ‘By 

this,’ he says, ‘they may know that the letter is his own and not a forgery. 

This is his practice in every Epistle.’ 

6 doracpos TH ena xetpt TIatdov] seems to be incorrectly rendered in 
the E.V., apparently as if MavAouv were the genitive with dowacpos. It 

should be ‘dy the hand of me Paul, according to the common Greek 

idiom, ég. Soph. Ed. Col. 344 rapa Svorjvov xaxa, and other references 

given in Matthize Gr. § 466. 1, Jelf Gr. § 467.4. The same words occur in 

1 Cor. xvi. 21, Col. iv. 18. 

6 éotw onpetov] What is the token by which his letters may be 
known? Not surely the insertion of the notice 6 domacpos TH uy xetpi 
Ilavdov which is found in only three of his Epistles, though this seems to 

be the interpretation put on the words by most commentators ; but the 

fact of the salutation being written by himself, whether he called direct 

attention to the fact, or not. See the following note. 

&y wdoy émrroky] Two questions of some interest arise out of this 
expression. 

First. How far does St Paul adhere to this rule in his extant 

Epistles? The case seems to be this. Most of his letters, if not all, 
were written by an amanuensis (see Rom. xvi. 22). It was the practice of 

the Apostle himself to take up the pen at the end, and add a few words in 

his own handwriting to vouch for the authenticity of the letter. The 

salutation was always so written, but the Apostle not unfrequently added 

some words besides. Thus in 1 Cor. xvi. 22 an anathema is appended 
(‘If any man love not’ etc.) ; in Col. iv. 18 an appeal to their compassion 
(‘remember my bonds’); in Galatians vi. 11—17 an earnest protest 

against Judaizing tendencies, and in Romans xvi. 25—27 perhaps the 
ascription of praise as a kind of afterthought. It was only rarely that 

St Paul called attention to the fact that the conclusion was in his 

own handwriting (as here, 1 Cor. xvi. 21, Col. iv. 18, and comp. Gal. 
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vi. 11), When he did so, we may suppose that he had some special 

motive. As here, for instance, he had regard to the forgeries which he 

suspected to have been circulated in his name. See the notes on 

1 Thess. v. 19, 20, 2 Thess. ii. 2. 

It is generally assumed that only those letters contained his autograph 
salutations in which he calls attention to the fact (as here and in 1 Corin- 

thians and Colossians): and an explanation is sought for its absence in 

other cases in the fact that no such attestation was necessary, either 

owing to the circumstances of the letters themselves (e.g. the circular 

character of the letter to the Ephesians, and the letters addressed to 

private individuals): or to their having been delivered by accredited 

messengers (as 2 Corinthians by Timothy, and Philippians by Epaphro- 

ditus) : or in other ways. But the assumption is in itself unwarrantable, 

and is only consistent with a somewhat strained interpretation of the 

expression ev mdon émurroAf. 

Secondly, 1s the expression ‘in every letter’ capable of explanation, 

except on the supposition that the Apostle wrote many Epistles which 

have not been preserved to us? This question must be answered in the 

negative. The Epistles to the Thessalonians were written A.D. 52, 53. 

See Biblical Essays p.222sq. The active labours of the Apostle must 

have commenced not later than A.D. 45. Yet there is no extant Epistle 

written before the Epistles to the Thessalonians. The First Epistle to 

the Corinthians was written A.D. 57. This was the next in chronological 

order of all the extant letters after those to Thessalonica. Is it to be 

supposed that these two brief Epistles are the sole utterances of the 

Apostle, standing isolated in the midst of a period of twelve years, during 

which the Apostle was holding constant communications with the Gentile 

churches far and wide? If this were conceivable in itself, it is quite 

irreconcilable with the expression in the text. How could he speak of 
“every letter, if with the single exception of the first Epistle to the 

Thessalonians he had written nothing for the eight years preceding, and 

was destined to write nothing for five years to come? On the whole 

question of lost letters of St Paul see Philippians p. 138 sq. 
ottws ypdpw] The words probably refer to the handwriting itself: 

‘ this is my handwriting? Compare Gal. vi. 11, where he calls attention to 

the size of the characters, "ISere mnAikows vpiv ypdppaow eypayra rq ep 

xetpt. Otherwise otrws ypado might be interpreted either (1) generally: 
‘this is my practice in writing,’ i.e. to add the salutation in my own hand; 

or (2) referring specially to the formula used: ‘these are the words I use.’ 
But in this latter case it ought surely not to be referred to 6 domacués 

x.T.A., but to the salutation itself. See the note on 6 éorw onpeiov «7d. 
18. On the form of salutation see the note on 1 Thess. v. 28. There 

is only this difference that zavroy is not found in the first Epistle. St Paul 

had a special reason for inserting it here. He would not run the risk of 

seeming to exclude those members whose conduct he had reprobated. 

See the note above on pera mavrwy vuav ver. 16. 
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ANALYSIS. 

I. INTRODUCTION. i. I—9. 

i. Salutation. i. 1—3. 

ii. Thanksgiving. i. 4—g. 

II, Bopy OF THE LETTER. i. Io—xv. 58. 

i. Divisions. i. 1o—iv. 21. 

(a) He describes and deprecates these divisions. i. 10o—16. 

(6) The unhealthy craving after copia. God’s folly triumphant over 
man’s wisdom. The true and the false wisdom contrasted. The 
wisdom of God spiritually discerned. The Corinthians incapaci- 
tated by party spirit from discerning it. i. 17—iii. 3. 

(c) Their preference of Paul or of Apollos criminal. Paul and Apollos 
only human instruments. Human preferences worthless: the 
divine tribunal alone final. iii, 4—iv. 5. 

(Z@) Contrast between the self-satisfied temper of the Corinthians and 
the sufferings and abasement of the Apostles. This said not by 
way of rebuke but of fatherly exhortation. His own intentions 
respecting them. The mission of Timothy and his own proposed 
visit. iv. 6—21. 

ii. Zhe case of incest. v. 1—vi. 20. 

(2) The incest denounced. The offender to be cast out of the Church, 
Reference to the Apostle’s letter in which he had recommended 
them to treat similar offences in the same way. v. I—13. 

(4) [Episode. The Corinthian brethren apply to heathen courts to 
decide their disputes. This is monstrous.] vi. 1—9. 

Altogether their spirit, whether of sensuality or of strife and 
overreaching, is inconsistent with heirship in the kingdom of 
heaven. vi. 10, II. 
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(c) The distinction between license and liberty. Fornication and 
Church-membership « contradiction in terms. The members 
of Christ cannot be made the members of an harlot. vi. 

12—20. 
[(i) and (ii) are the result of reports received by St Paul. Now 

follow two answers to questions raised in a letter from the 

Corinthians. ] 

iii, Marriage. vii. 1—40. 

(2) To marry, or not to marry? The Apostle’s answer. vii. 1, 2. 

(6) About those already married. Mutual duties of husband and wife. 
vii. 3—7. 

(c) About the unmarried, the widows, the separated. Let them 
remain as they are. vil. 8—11. 

(Zz) On the marriage relations of the believer wedded with the un- 
believer. Let them not do any violence to their conjugal duties. 

vii. 12—16, 
And generally, do not be eager to alter the condition of life in 

which God has placed you. vii. 17—24. 

(2) On virgins specially. Are they to be given in marriage or not? 
The case to be decided on the same principles as before. Two 
principles to be kept in view: (1) to preserve continence, (2) to 
keep the soul disentangled ‘because of the present necessity.’ 

vii. 25—38. 

(7) On widows specially. vii. 39, 40. 

iv. Meats offered to idols. viii. 1—xi. 1. 

(2) Meats offered to idols are indifferent in themselves: they are only 
important as they affect (1) our own consciences, (2) the con- 
sciences of others. viii. r—13. 

(2) [Episode on Apostolic claims. St Paul asserts (1) his claim to 

support, and his disinterested renunciation of the claim: (2) his 
freedom and yet his accommodation to the needs of all: (3) his 
preaching to others and his discipline of self. ix. 1:—27. 

This is an interruption to the argument, suggested we know not 
how. Perhaps the letter was broken off. Something then may 

have occurred meanwhile ; some outward event or some inward 

train of thought, of which when the letter was resumed the 

Apostle must first disburden himself, before he took up the 
thread where he had dropped it.] 

(c) The Israelites a type to us. All like you had the same spiritual 

privileges. They all were baptized like you: they all partook of 

their Eucharistic feast. And yet some perished for their fornica- 
tion and idolatry. x. 1—12. 

(@) Therefore be on your guard against the abuse of this liberty. Do 
not entangle yourselves in idolatry. Do not cause offence to any. 

X. 13—xi. 1. 

eee 
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v. Regulations affecting Christian assemblies. xi. 2—xiv. 40. 

(a) The women to be veiled. xi. 2—16. 

(4) Disorders at the Lord’s Table to be checked. xi. 17—34. 

(c) Spiritual Gifts. xii, r—xiv. 4o. 

(1) There are different kinds of gifts, each having its proper place. 
But there is one source of all, and we are members of one 

body. xii. r—31. 

(2) Charity is better than all. xiii. 1—13. 

(3) The superiority of prophecy over tongues. xiv. 1—25. 

(4) Due regulation in the exercise of spiritual gifts. Edification 
the end of them all. xiv. 26—4o. 

vi. Zhe Resurrection of the dead. xv. 1—58. 

(a) Evidence for the Resurrection of the dead. xv. 1—34. 

(1) Testimony to Christ’s Resurrection. xv. I—11. 

(2) Christ’s Resurrection involves man’s Resurrection. xv. 

12—28. 

(3) Testimony of human conduct to a belief in the Resurrection. 
Baptisms for the dead. Sufferings of the Apostles. xv. 

29—34- 
(4) Difficulty as to the manner of the Resurrection. xv. 35—49. 

(c) Triumph of life over death. xv. 50—58. 

III. CONCLUSION. xvi. I—24. 

i. Collections for the saints in Judea. xvi. 1—4. 

ii. The Apostle’s intended visit to Corinth. Mission of his delegates. 

xvi. 514. 

iii. Recommendations and greetings. xvi. 15—20. 

iv. Farewell charges. xvi. 21—24. 



CHAPTER I. 

1. INTRODUCTION, i. 1—9. 

i. Salutation (i. I—3) 

BESIDES the standard commentaries on this Epistle, the following 

‘contributions to the study of some of its problems from German periodical 

literature chiefly will well repay investigation: Klépper exegetzsch-kritische 

Untersuchungen tiber den zweiten Brief des Paulus an die Gemeinde zu 

Korinth, Gottingen, 1869, Hausrath der Vier-Capitel-Brief an die Ko- 

vinther, Heidelberg 1870, Weizsicker Paulus und die Gemeinde in Korinth 

in the Jahrb. f. deutsche Theol. 1876 xxi. p. 603 sq., Delitzsch on Light- 

foot’s Hor. Hebraic. in the Zettsch. f. Luth. Theol. 1877 p. 209 sq., 

Hilgenfeld die Christus-Leute in Korinth in the Zedtsch. f. wiss. Theol. 
1865 viii. p. 241 sq., 1872 xv. p. 200 sq., de Paulusbriefe und thre neusten 

Bearbettungen ibid. 1866 ix. p. 337 sq., Paulus und die Korinth. Wirren 

ibid. 1871 xiv. p. 99 sq., Paulus und Korinth ibid. 1888 xxxi. p. 159 sq., 
Holsten zur Erklirung von 2 Kor. xi. 4—6 ibid. 1873 xvii. p. 1 sq., 

Heinrici Christengemeinde Korinths ibid. 1876 xix. p. 465 sq., Holtzmann 
das gegenseitige Verhiltniss der beiden Korintherbriefe ibid. 1879 xxii. 

P. 455 sq., Curtius Studien zur Geschichte von Korinth in Hermes 1876 

x. p. 215 sq. There are also articles by Dickson in the Academy ii. p. 37, 
and by P. Gardner in the Journal of Hellenic Studies ix. p. 47 sq. 

(Countries and Cities in Ancient Art, esp. p. 61 sq.). 
1. On the general form and special modifications of the super- 

scriptions and greetings of St Paul’s Epistles see the notes on 1 Thess. 

i. I, 2. 
a KAnrés dawérrohos] ‘a called Apostle’; ie. one whose apostleship is 
due not to himself, but to God. The translation of the E. V. ‘called to 

be an Apostle’ is as near as the English idiom will permit. The expres- 
sion is not to be regarded as polemical, that is to say, as directed against 
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those who denied St Paul’s apostleship. For in this case the words 
employed would probably have been much stronger, as in Gal. i. 1 
dmoaroAos ovK dm’ dvOpamav ovdé b¢ advOpdémov. That this is so may be 

seen (1) from a comparison with the opening of the Epistle to the 

Romans, where the same expression is used and no polemical meaning 

can be attributed to it, inasmuch as St Paul had no adversaries to attack 

in that Epistle; and (2) from the parallelism with the clause following, 

kAnrois dyiots (ver. 2). His apostleship and their churchmembership were 
both alike to be traced to the same source, to the merciful call of God, 

and not to their own merits. There is the same parallelism in the 

opening words of the Epistle to the Romans, where IadAos dovAos “Inootd 
Xptorov KAnros dmdarodos (ver. 1) is followed by vpeis KAnrot (ver. 6). 

This preliminary consideration disposed of, we may say further that 

the phrase xAnros dmocrodos is here opposed not so much to human 
authorisation or self-assumption, as to personal merit. Both ideas indeed 

have their correspondences in the Pauline Epistles. For a reference to 
God as the source of all honours and privileges we may compare Rom. 

ix. 16 ov tod Oédovros ovde rod rpéxovros GAG Tod EAeavTOs Geo. But a 
closer parallel, as it seems to me, occurs in the context of the passage 

from the Romans, ov« é£ épywv GAN’ éx rod Kadovvros (Rom. ix. 11). This 

feeling of self-abasement, though pervading all St Paul’s Epistles, is 

especially strong in those belonging to this chronological group. On the 

other hand, a strong polemical sense would be more in place in the 

second group than in the first. The significance of «Anrés is still further 

enforced by the words following, 8:4 OeAjparos cod. See the note on 

Eph. i. 1. 

Bengel sees a double direction in St Paul’s language, combining these 
two last views: ‘Ratio auctoritatis, ad ecclesias; humilis et promti 
animi, penes ipsum Paulum. Namque mentione Dez excluditur auctora- 

mentum humanum, mentione woluntatis Dez, meritum Pauli.’ But for 

the reasons above stated, the assertion of authority, if it is to be 

recognized at all, must be quite subordinate and secondary. 
Zwoévys] The mention of Sosthenes naturally takes our thoughts 

back to, the scene recorded in the Acts (xviii. 12—17) where the name 

occurs (ver. 17). By identifying the Sosthenes of the Acts with the 

Sosthenes of this Epistle, the notices of him hang together. He was a 

Jew by birth and ruler of the synagogue at Corinth. At the time when 

St Paul was brought before Gallio, he had either actually declared himself 

a Christian, or at least shown such a leaning towards Christianity as to 
incur the anger of his fellow-countrymen, who set upon him and beat 

him. It is not improbable that he retired from Corinth in consequence : 
and it may be conjectured that the hostility with which he was regarded 
there was a special inducement to St Paul to recommend him favourably 
to the Corinthians in this unobtrusive way, by attaching his name to his 

own in the opening salutation. It is of course impossible according to 
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this view that he could have been one of the Seventy in accordance with an 

early tradition given by Eusebius(H. £.i.12). But patristic writers exer- 

cised so much ingenuity in making up the list of the Seventy (comp. the 

list published in the works of Hippolytus) that such a tradition is 

worthless. Thus e.g. Silas is distinguished from Silvanus, and Luke is 

included in the number (Hippol. Spur. in Migne P..G. x. p. 955). See 

also Tillemont I. p. 26, and Baronius, ». anz. 33, I. p. 113 (1738). 

We may at least infer that Sosthenes was well known to the Christians 

of Corinth, both from the position which his name occupies and from the 

designation 6 ddeAgés. The definite article implies some distinction, 

something more than ‘one of the brotherhood.’ The term appears to 

have been used in those cases where the person named, though 

distinguished, had no claim to a higher title, as e.g. Apostle. Thus for 

instance it is applied to Apollos (1 Cor. xvi. 12), Timothy (2 Cor. i. 1, 

Col. i. 1, Philem. 1, Heb. xiii. 23), and Quartus (Rom. xvi. 23). 

Sosthenes may or may not have been St Paul’s amanuensis. The 

fact of his name occurring here proves nothing. For instance, Tertius 

(Rom. xvi. 22) is not named in the heading of the Roman letter. Again 

Timothy and Silvanus (1 Thess. i. 1, 2 Thess, i. 1) were not probably 

amanuenses of the Epistles to the Thessalonians, On the degree of 

participation in the contents of the letter implied by his being thus 

mentioned, see the note on 1 Thess. i. 1. In this letter Sosthenes is 

named and apparently disappears at once. St Paul immediately returns 

to the singular (evyapiora ver. 4) and loses sight of him. 

2. Tt &kAnolg Tod Oeod}] On this expression see the notes to 1 Thess. 

1. I, ti. 14. 

jyacpévos év Xpiord *"Inoot] The authority of the best Greek Mss. 
must decide the question whether these words shall precede or follow the 

clause rj odoy év Kopivm. In a case like this, where for purposes of 

interpretation there was every temptation to change the order, no great 
stress must be laid on the versions and citations from the fathers. But even 

if we decide in favour of the more awkward arrangement of interjecting 

jyacpévos ev Xpiorg “Ingod between rp éxxAyola rod Ocod and r7 obey ev 

Kopiv6@, the dislocation is quite characteristic of St Paul. The mention 

of God as the source of spiritual blessings does not satisfy the Apostle, 

unless supplemented by the parallel mention of Christ as the medium of 

that life. Consequently grammar is disregarded in his anxiety not to 

postpone this reference to our Lord. Again, there was another reason 

for inserting the words thus early. The expression 7 éxkAnola rod cod 

might be applied equally well to the Jews; and consequently, whenever 

St Paul uses it, he is careful to guard against this ambiguity. See 

1 Thess. ii. 14, Gal. i. 22. There was therefore a double motive for the 

insertion of some such clause as fyacpévors ev Xp. "Ino, and the eagerness 

of the Apostle to bring this in has disturbed the sequence of the sentence. 

This parallel reference to the Source from Whom, and the Means through 
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Whom is too frequent in St Paul, where he has occasion to use terms like 
éxxAnaia ékXexrol KkAnrot and the like, to need special illustration, See 
however the notes on 1 Thess. l.c. 

A somewhat similar instance of the disturbance of grammatical order 

occurs just below in avrav kai ypdy (ver. 2). . 
kAyrois dylots] corresponds to KAyros drdorodos, as in Rom. i. 7. See 

the note on ver. I. 

On the words kAnros, ékAexros and the corresponding substantives, as 
used by St Paul, see the notes on 2 Thess. i. 11 and Col. ili. 12. In this 
connexion words such as #y:acpevors, dyiors denote the consecrated people, 

the Christians, as they denoted the Jewish people under the old dispen- 

sation. Compare I Pet. ii. 9, where many terms formerly applied to the 

Jews are transferred to the Christians. See also the note on Phil. i. 1. 

The ascription of ‘holiness’ to a community guilty of such irregularities 

as that of Corinth, reiterated in the words yyacpévors év X. "I. KAnrois 

dyious, is strikingly significant of St Paul’s view of the Christian Church, 

and of his modes of appeal. He addresses the brethren not as the few, 
but as the many. He delights to take a broad and comprehensive 

ground. All who are brought within the circle of Christian influences 

are in a special manner Christ’s, all who have put on Christ in baptism 
are called, are sanctified, are holy. Let them not act unworthily of their 

calling, Let them not dishonour and defile the sanctity which attaches 

to them. He is most jealous of narrowing the pale of the Gospel, and 

this righteous jealousy leads him to the use of expressions which to the 

‘unlearned and unstable’ might seem to betoken an excessive regard for 

the outward and visible bond of union, and too much neglect of that 

which is inward and spiritual. 
The same liberal and comprehensive spirit is traced in his remarks 

on the alliance of the believer and unbeliever (vii. 12 sq.), and in his 

illustration drawn from the practice of baptism (xii. 2 sq.). 

olv Tao. Tots émKadoupévos] ‘as also to all those who invoke.’ This 

clause cannot be attached to «Anrois in the sense of ‘ saints called together 

with all that invoke etc.’ For though this construction would obviate 

considerable difficulty in interpreting what follows, it is grammatically 

harsh, if not untenable, and would require a participle for kAyrois, or at all 

events a different order of words. 

There still remains the difficulty of interpreting otv maou rois émtxadov- 

pévois K.-T. €v marti romg. A comparison with the opening of the second 

Epistle, civ rois aylois maow ois ovow év Ody tH Axaia would suggest the 

restriction of ‘every place’ to ‘all the churches of Achaia’: but though 

the expression év wavri rémp elsewhere (e.g. I Thess. i. 8, 2 Cor. ii. 14) 

must be taken with certain natural limitations, still the very definite 

restriction to ‘every place in Achaia’ receives no sanction from such 

examples. We must suppose then that St Paul associates the whole 

Christian Church with the Corinthians in this superscription. This 

L. EP. Io 



146 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. [I. 2 

association would refer more especially to the benediction which im- 
mediately follows, but in. some degree also to the main contents of 

the letter, which, though more special and personal than perhaps any 

other of St Paul’s Epistles, yet founds its exhortations on great general 
principles applying to all alike. It perhaps arose out of the idea of unity 
prominent in the Apostle’s mind, and was suggested by the dissensions 

which divided the Corinthian Church. 

For a similar superscription compare the Epistle of the Church of 
Smyrna on the death of Polycarp...r7 éxkAnoig rod Gcod rij mapoiKovon. év 

Bropnrio cal mdoais tals xara mavra Témov ris ayias kal KaOodexijs 

éxkAnolas mapotxiats, eos kal elpyyn Kal dyad «7A. See also the close 

of St Clement’s Epistle to the Corinthians, ‘H ydpis rod K. quar "Ino. Xp. 

pe? iuar kal pera mdvrov mavraxh TAY KeKAnpEevar tad ToD Oeod K.7.A. (§ 65). 

émucadovpévots Td Svopa tov Kuplov] A phrase which in the O. T. e.g. 
Gen. iv. 26, xiii. 4 etc., is applied to Jehovah, and therefore seems to 

imply a divine power and attributes. For the expression rd évoua rot 

Kvpiov see the notes on 2 Thess. i. 12, Phil. ii. 9, 10, and generally for 

the application to our Lord of phrases applied in the O. T. to God see 

on 2 Thess. i. 7,9. The practice is illustrated by the “ey of Pliny 

(Zp. xcvi.) ‘carmen Christo quasi Deo dicere secum invicem.’ 

airév Kal ypav] Is this clause to he taken with év wavri rom@ or sgithe 

tod Kvupiov nuov? The former is the interpretation adopted by most 

modern commentators after the Vulgate, which translates it ‘in omni loco 

ipsorum et nostro,’ as also do some other ancient versions. But all 
possible interpretations of the words so connected are extremely harsh. 
Thus it is explained by some to mean ‘both in Achaia (avrév) and in 

Asia’ (jay, for St Paul was writing from Ephesus) ; by others ‘in every 

part of Achaia, which Achaia belongs to us, as well as to them, inasmuch 

as we are their spiritual teachers.’ Other interpretations are still more 

arbitrary. 

It is better therefore to attach avray xal ray to rot Kupiov, as taking 

up the foregoing jor. This is the view of all the Greek commentators, 

from a sense, I suppose, of the fitness of the Greek. The words are an 

after-thought, correcting any possible misapprehension of judy. ‘Our 

Lord, did I say—their Lord and ours alike.’ There is a covert allusion 

to the divisions in the Corinthian Church, and an implied exhortation to 

unity. The particle re after avréy if genuine (as is probably not the 
case) would assist this interpretation ; but even in its absence this is far 
less harsh than the alternative construction. 

3. Xdpts dptv kal elpyvn] See notes on 1 Thess. i. 1. 

ii, Thanksgiving (i. 4—9). 

4. ebyapiora k.1,A.] On the thanksgivings at the openings of St 
Paul’s Epistles and on the Hellenistic use of the word evxapiord see the 
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notes on I Thess. i. 2. In this instance St Paul bears in mind a subject 
which will occupy a prominent place in the body of the Epistle, the 

spiritual gifts of the Corinthians. 
Sobeloy, erdourlaOyte] ‘which was given...ye were enriched? The 

aorists point back to the time of their baptism into the Christian Church, 

and generally of their admission to the privileges of the Gospel. The 

phrase dr: év mavrl émdovticOnre is an epexegesis of emi rH yapere TH 

dobeion. 

ort] ‘22 that, used after evyapiorad, asin Rom. i. 8, 2 Thess. i. 3. 
év Xpiore Incod, év ard] ‘2 Christ Fesus, ‘in Him’; not as the E.V. 

“by Jesus Christ, ‘by Him.’ God is represented here, as generally, as the 

‘Giver of all good gifts.’ Christ is the medium through whom and the 
sphere in which these gifts are conferred. It is by our incorporation in 

Christ that they are bestowed upon us. 

5. & mavtl Aédyo Kal mdoy yveoe] The distinction between these 

words is differently given, as follows. (1) Adyos is the lower, yrdéats the 

higher knowledge, a distinction which is without sufficient foundation. 

(2) Adyos refers to the gift of tongues, yydots to that of prophecy. But the 

restriction to ‘special gifts’ seems not to be warranted by the context : 

see the conclusion of the note. (3) Adyos is the teaching of the Gospel 

as offered to the Corinthians, yvéors their hearty acceptance of the same. 

But against this view it may be urged that the words rf ydpert rH Sobcion, 

émouticOnre €v wayti k.7.A., aS well as the parallelism of Asyos with yraots, 

point to some personal and inward gift, as the meaning of Adyos. (4) 

Adyos is the outward expression, yywors the inward conviction ; as the 

E.V. ‘all utterance and all knowledge.’ 

The last is probably the correct interpretation. Not only were the 
Corinthians rich in the knowledge of the truths of the Gospel, but they 

were also gifted with the power of enunciating them effectively. St 

Chrysostom says (ad Joc.) kai vofjiaai kal eimeiv ixavoi, perhaps having in his 

mind the expression which Thucydides uses of his teacher Antiphon 

(viii. 68) kpdricros évOupnOjvat yevouevos kal & ay yvoin eimeiv. This distinc- 

tion of Aéyos and yvaors is partially illustrated by 2 Cor. viii. 7, xi. 6 ef dé 

kal iSidrns TH AOy@ GAN ov TH yudoet. The order here need not stand in 
the way of this interpretation ; for though yvaors is prior to Adyos, and 

so might be expected to stand first, it is reserved for the last as being of 

superior and essential importance. 
St Paul is doubtless alluding in part to the special gifts of the Spirit, 

which seem to have been bestowed so lavishly on the Corinthian Church 

(see chaps. xii, xiv). And thus Adyos would include the gift of tongues, 
yvéors the gifts of discerning spirits and interpreting tongues (comp. 
especially 1 Cor. xiii. 1, 2 day rais yAdooas Téy dvOpdmav hadG...Kav Exo 

mpopnretay kal 36 Ta protipia mavra Kal wacav THy yudow k.7.d.). Thus the 

Aéyos of the Corinthians comes prominently forward in speaking of the 

gift of tongues—the yvdous in condemning their divisions and rebuking 

Io—2 
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their self-sufficiency, St Paul here gives thanks for their use: he after- 

wards condemns their abuse. 

But it would be a mistake to confine the allusion to these. It is 

obvious from the context that the Apostle is referring chiefly to those 
more excellent gifts, the spiritual graces which make up the Christian 

character. In the same spirit in which he has addressed his Corinthian 

converts ‘as sanctified in Christ Jesus,’ he goes on to express his 

thankfulness for their advance in true holiness. He loses sight for a 

moment of the irregularities which had disfigured the Church at Corinth, 

while he remembers the spiritual blessings which they enjoyed. After all 

deductions made for these irregularities, the Christian community at 

Corinth must have presented as a whole a marvellous contrast to their 

heathen fellow-citizens—a contrast which might fairly be represented as 

one of light and darkness. See further on ydpicpa (ver. 7). On the 

distinction between yydors and codia see the note on Col. ii. 3, and 

compare 1 Cor. xii. 8, 

6. Ka0ds] ‘according as, ‘in this respect that,’ ‘inasmuch as,’ and 

so almost equivalent to ‘seeing that.’ It explains the manner of éy ravri 
émdourioOnre x.7.A. For this use of xaédés introducing an epexegesis of 

what has preceded, compare 1 Thess. i. 5. 

7d papripioy tod Xpirrod] ‘the testimony borne to Christ’ by the 

Apostles and preachers ; and thus equivalent to ‘the Gospel as preached 

to you,’ Xpirov being the objective genitive. Compare 2 Tim. i. 8 4 ody 

érataxuvOjs To waptupioy rod Kupiov nav, Rev. i. 2, 9, and see the note on 

ii. I below. 
€BeBardOn év tptv] This might mean either (1) ‘received confirmation 

in your persons,’ i.e. commended itself to others by the effect it produced 

on your character; or (2) ‘was confirmed in you,’ ‘produced a deep 

conviction in your hearts,’ The latter sense is to be preferred, as being 

more in accordance with the use of xaéés as explained above, and also as 

better adapted to the statement 6s kal BeBaidoet Uuas which follows. 

7. &ore] is best attached to what immediately precedes. Otherwise 

xa@ds...€v vuiv is to be treated as parenthetical, and dere referred to the 
previous clause év mwayrl éwhouticOyre. But this is not so good. It is 
more in St Paul’s manner thus to string the clauses together one after the 
other. 

pa} torrepeto Bar ev pndevt xaplopare] ‘so that ye fall short in no spiritual 
gift” The expression signifies more than pydevis yapicuaros. The latter 
would mean ‘not to be without any gift’ (comp. Rom. iii. 23) ; the former 
‘not to possess it in less measure than others.” For the wish compare 
James i. 4, 19, and Ign. Pol. 2 iva pndevos Nein Kai mavrds yapicparos 
Teptoceuns. 

xaplopar.] The term ydpvoya, though sometimes applied especially to 
the extraordinary gifts of the Spirit (such as tongues etc.), is not so 

confined. It includes all spiritual graces and endowments. The greatest 
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x4aptopa of all the Apostle declares elsewhere to be eternal life (Rom. vi. 
23). That it is here used in this wider sense, is clear from the context, 

which shows that St Paul is dwelling especially on moral gifts, as for 

instance on holiness of life. 
It would probably be correct to say that St Paul himself was conscious 

of no such distinction as that of the ordinary and extraordinary gifts of 
the Spirit. At all events in his enumeration he classes together those 

- endowments which we commonly speak of as miraculous and special, and 

such as belong generally to the Christian character. See chap. xii. 

And in some cases, as for instance the yapiopa of ‘prophesying,’ it is 

difficult to say where the non-miraculous ceases and the miraculous 

begins ; or to peint to any distinction in kind between its manifestation 

in the Apostolic times and its counterpart in later ages of the Church. 
darexSex opévous] ‘as you eagerly expect. The significance of this clause 

in connexion with the context is best illustrated by 1 Joh. iii. 2, 3 ‘we 

know that, when He shall appear, we shall be like Him...and every man 

that hath this hope in Him purifieth himself, even as He is pure’; and 

by 2 Pet. iii. 11, 12 ‘what manner of persons ought ye to be in all holy 
conversation and godliness, looking for and hasting the coming of the 

day of God.’ In other words, the very expectation is productive of that 

advance in Christian grace and knowledge which was spoken of before. 

‘The word dmexdéyecOa: does not necessarily signify ‘awaiting hopefully, 
desiring’ ; but the double preposition implies a degree of earnestness and 
an intensity of expectation which is quite inconsistent with the careless- 

ness of the godless. Hence it is never used in the New Testament in 

reference to the coming of Christ, except of the ‘faithful.’ See Rom. viii. 

23, 25 (and comp. ver. 19), Gal. v. 5, Phil. iii. 20, and especially Heb. ix. 

28 ék Sevrépov xwpis apaptias opOyoerat trois avrov dmexdexopévis eis 

ovornpiay. 

8. 8s kat] i.e. ‘Who also will go on with this process of strengthening 

even unto the end, so that ye may be blameless.’ This relative is referred 

either to eds or to Xpsorés as its antecedent. The latter is to be preferred, 

as immediately preceding, while Geos must be sought far back in the 

sentence. And then again a new subject seems to be introduced in Geds 

below (verse 9). The repetition of rot K. jp. "Ino. Xp., where we might 

expect avrov, is no valid argument against referring 6s to Xpurrds. Such 
a repetition.of the substantive has its parallel even in classical Greek, and 

is common in the New Testament. See 1 Thess. iii. 13, 2 Tim. i. 18, Gen. 

xix. 24; and-compare Winer § xxii. p. 180 sq. There is a special fascina- 
tion in that ‘name which is above every name,’ leading St Paul to dwell 
upon it,.and reiterate it. Compare also in this respect ver. 21. 

8s Kal PeBardoe] to be referred to éBeBawwOn ev vuiv, on which see the 

note. Compare also 2 Cor.i. 10 éppdcaro rpas Kal pvoerae eis Ov pAmixa- 

prev Ore kai Ere puoerat, Phil. i. 18 ev rovr@ xaipo* adda Kal yapyoopat. 

éws rétous] with a reference to drexdexopevous. 
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dveyndrjrous] ‘so that ye may be blameless’: proleptic. See the instances 

given on I Thess. iii. 13 duéuqrovs. 
év vi ipépa] See the notes on 1 Thess. v. 2, 4, and compare iv. 3 

below, ir6 dvOpwrivns juépas. 
9. The sequence of thought is as follows. ‘The fact that you 

have been called through God to a communion with Christ, is an earnest 

assurance to you that Christ will bring this good work to a favourable 

issue. For reliance can be placed on God. This calling was not intended 

to be illusory or vain.’ Here again St Paul takes the broad and compre- 

hensive view of God’s dealings. See the notes above on vv. 2,4. For 

the same thought compare Phil. i. 6 ‘ Being confident of this very thing 

that He which hath begun a good work in you will perform it until the 

day of Jesus Christ’; and see the notes on the verse. 

mords & Oeds] Compare I Cor. x. 13, 2 Cor. i. 18, 1 Thess. v. 24. 

Moros 6 KaAdy vpas Os Kal moujoet, 2 Thess. iii. 3. 

8¢ ot] ‘through Whom, not as E.V. ‘by whom,’ which is ambiguous, 

‘by’ being here an archaism. We may speak of God the Father, either 

as the source from whom, or the means, instrumentality through which alk 

things arise and are. Compare Rom. xi. 36 é€& avrod kai 80 avrod kai eis 

avrov Ta mavra. He is at once beginning, middle and end. Most 
commonly He is regarded as the Source (é& od); but sometimes as 

the Means (80 od) as here and Heb. ii. 10 émperev yap atta, &¢ ov ra maya 

kai 8¢ ob ra wayta k.r.A. Compare Gal. i. 1 and note. Whenever God the 
Father and Christ are mentioned together, origination is ascribed to the 

Father, and mediation to Christ in things physical as well as spiritual. 

See especially 1 Cor. viii. 6 efs Oeds, 6 marnp, €& ov Ta mavra Kal jpeis eis 

avroy, kai eis Kiptos "Incots Xpioros, Ov ov ta mavra Kat npeis Ov avrov. This. 

distinction is as precise in St Paul as in St John, though dwelt upon more 

fully by the latter. We should nowhere find such an expression as ¢& ov 

Ta mavra applied to Christ. 
The preceding note suggests two remarks. (1) It is important 

to observe how early and with what exactness the doctrine of the person 
of Christ was maintained. The genuineness of this Epistle is not 

questioned even by the severest negative criticism, and yet here it is as 

distinctly stated as in the Fourth Gospel, which that same criticism 

condemns as the forgery of a later age. (2) We should not fail to 

observe the precision with which St Paul uses the preposition, as a token 

of his general grammatical accuracy. 

kowevlay] including both spiritual communion with Christ in the 

present life and participation in His glory hereafter, without which this. 

communion would be incomplete. The kowevia rod viod avrot is coexten- 
sive in meaning with the BaovAela rot Geov. On the uses of the word in 

St Paul’s Epistles see the note on Phil. i. 5 emi rH xowovia var eis ro 
evayyéAtop. 
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2, BODY OF THE LETTER, i. ro—xv. 58. 

i, DIVISIONS, i. 1o—iv. 21. 

(a) He describes and deprecates these divisions (i. 10o—17). 

10. mapakahd 8] The participle is slightly corrective. ‘Though I 

have commended your progress in the Gospel, yet I must rebuke you for 

your divisions.’ 

dSehpol] i.e. ‘ye who profess to be held together in the bond of | 
brotherhood.’ The repetition of the term in the following verse, ddeAoi 

pov, points to its significance here. For the use of this term in similar 

appeals compare Gal. vi. 1, 18 (with the notes). See also especially 1 Cor. 

vi. 5, 6. 
Sia Tod dvéparos rod K. ypav “I. X.] The exhortation to unity is still 

further strengthened. ‘I intreat by that one name which we all bear in 

common, that ye assume not divers names, as of Paul, and Apollos etc.’ 

For the adjuration comp. 2 Thess. iii. 6. 

twa] It is difficult in this passage, as elsewhere, to discriminate 

between the two senses of iva as denoting the purpose, design, or simply 
the object, consequence. Compare the notes on 1 Thess. ii. 16, v. 4. 

ad aird Néynre] We have here a strictly classical expression. It is 

used of political communities which are free from factions, or of different 

states which entertain friendly relations with each other. Thus 76 avrd 

Aéyew is ‘to be at peace,’ or ‘to make up differences’; see Thuc, iv. 20 

pay Kal Upor TavTa AeyovTa@r, V. 31 Bowwrol de kal Meyapys ro avr Aéyorres 

jovxagor, Aristot. Poézt. il. 3.3, Polyb. ii. 62, v. 104 etc. Here the second 
idea to make up differences is the prominent one, and is carried out in 

karnptiopévot below, where the same political metaphor is used. On the 

application of classical terms relating to the body politic to the Christian 

community by the N. T. writers, see the note on trav éxkAnotov I Thess. 

ii, 14. 

The marked classical colouring of such passages as this leaves a much 

stronger impression of St Paul’s acquaintance with classical writers than 

the rare occasional quotations which occur in his writings. Compare 

especially the speech before the Areopagus (Acts xvii.). The question of 
St Paul’s general education is discussed in Bzblical Essays, p. 201 sq., see 

especially p. 205 sq. 

ox(opata] This is said to be the earliest passage in which the word 
occurs of a ‘moral division’ (Stanley Coreucthians ad loc.) It is here 
used as almost synonymous with épides, and in a later passage (1 Cor. xi. 

18) it is distinguished from aipéces, the latter denoting a more complete 

separation than oxicpara. See the passage. The word does not occur 
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elsewhere in the N. T. in this sense, except in St John’s Gospel (vii. 43, 
ix, 16, x. 19). In St Clement’s Epistle to the Corinthians it occurs 

frequently, as might be expected, with more or less of reference to this 

Epistle. See §§ 2, 49, 54 and especially § 46 ta ri pets kat Oupol Kat 

Styooraciat kai cxiopara modenos Te ev vuiv, where the words are arranged 

in an ascending scale. Ovyol are ‘outbursts of wrath,’ d:yooracia is 

weaker than cyicpa, as it is stronger than ordows: as oraots developes 
into d:yooracia, so dtxyooracia widens into cxicpa. See the notes on this 

passage, and on Gal. v. 20, 21. The word is apparently not found 

elsewhere in the Apostolic Fathers. 

Karyptiopévot] On this word see the note on 1 Thess. iii. 10, It 

is especially appropriate here with reference to cyiopara (Matt. iv. 21, 

Mark i. 19). 
év 7Q adro vot Kal & rq atTh ywdpn] Of these words voids denotes the 

frame or state of mind, yydun the judgment, opinion or sentiment, which 

is the outcome of vots. The former denotes the general principles, the 

latter the special applications of those principles. The form vot is peculiar 

to St Paul in the N. T., but not uncommon with him (Rom. vii. 25, xiv. 5 

1 Cor. xiv. 15). It is confined to late writers (Winer § viii. p. 72). 

II. tm tv XdAdys] The expression may mean either (1) ‘the 

children,’ or (2) ‘the servants,’ or (3) ‘the relations of Chloe.’ We learn 

a good deal of the social condition of the early Christians from their 
names. Judging from her name, Chloe was probably a freedwoman. At 

least the name does not denote any exalted rank. Compare Horace Od. 

ili. 9. 9 ‘me nunc Thressa Chloe regit. Chloe is an epithet of the 
Goddess Demeter (Aristoph. ZLysdstr. 835, compare evyAoos Soph. O. C. 

1600); and it is not improbable that, as a proper name, it was derived 

from this use. Slaves and by consequence freedmen seem very frequently 

to have borne the Greek names of heathen divinities. Compare the 
instances of Phoebe (Rom. xvi. 1), of Hermes (xvi. 14), and of Nereus 

(xvi. 15). 
Perhaps however the name is to be referred to the primary meaning of 

_the word, as in the case of Stachys (ardyvs) (Rom. xvi. 9) and Chloris. 

On either supposition it would point to a servile origin, from which class 

a large number of the early converts to Christianity appear to have been 

drawn. Compare ver. 26, and see the notes on Ceasar’s household in 
Philippians, p. 171 sq. 

The position of importance occupied by women in the Christian 
Church, even at this early date, is a token of the great social revolution 

which the Gospel was already working. See Philippians, p. 55 sq. for 
the development of this feature in Macedonia especially. 

It is possible that Stephanas, Fortunatus and Achaicus (xvi. 17) are 

included in of XAéys; but there is no ground for the supposition, and 

all such identifications are hazardous. 

12. Néyw Bt robt0 ru] SL refer to the fact that, ‘my meaning is this 
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that’s; not as E.V., ‘now this I say that.’ Compare Gal. iii. 17 

1 Thess. iv. 15, and see [Clem. Rom.] ii. §§ 2, 8, 12 rodro héye ‘he 

means this.’ 

écarros ipav] i.e. ‘there is not one of you, but has his party leader. 

The whole body is infected with this spirit of strife.’ 

*Amod\Ad] The name Apollos is contracted either from Apollonius, or 

Apollodorus, probably the first. So at least it is writter. in full in Codex 

D (Acts xviii. 24), and the variation seems to point to some very early 

tradition. Apollos was an Alexandrian (Acts l.c.), and the name Apollo- 

nius was common in Alexandria, probably owing to the fact ‘that the 

first governor left by Alexander in his African province was so called’ 

(Arrian Azad. iii. 5). On the contracted names in -ds and -as, so frequent 

in the N. T., see Winer § xvi. p. 127, and the note on 1 Thess. i, I 
BiAovaves. This particular contraction is found elsewhere, though rarely ; 

see Conybeare and Howson, p. 364. 

We first hear of Apollos residing at Ephesus about the time of St 

Paul’s first visit to Corinth (A.D. 52, 53). Here he is instructed in the 

Gospel by Aquila’and Priscilla. From Ephesus he crosses over to 
Corinth, where he preaches to the Corinthians and makes a deep 
impression upon the Corinthian Church. After his departure St Paul 

arrives at Ephesus, and remains there three years (from A.D. 54 to 57). 

See Acts xviii. 24—xix. 1. There is no notice of the return of Apollos 

from Corinth to Ephesus ; but he was with St Paul or in the neighbour- 

hood when this Epistle was written, i.e. about or after Easter 57 (see xvi. 

12). For his subsequent movements see Tit. iii. 13; and on the subject 

generally Heymann in Sachs. Stud. (1843), Il. p. 222 sq., Pfizer de 

Apollone doctore apostol. Altorf (1718), Bleek Hebr. p. 394 sq., Meyer 

on Acts xviii. 24 and Stanley Corinthians ad loc. 

Kya] The Aramaic word x5'5 corresponding to the Greek Iérpos 

(John i. 42). St Paul seems to have employed both forms indifferently. 

In this Epistle he always speaks of Knas ; in the Epistle to the Galatians, 

sometimes of Kndas (Gal. i. 18, ii. 9, 11, 14) sometimes of Iérpos (Gal. ii. 

7, 8). Here, as repeating the language of the Judaizers, he would 

naturally use Cephas. 
The question occurs, had St Peter been at Corinth before this time? 

Apollos had been there, but there is no indication that St Peter had been. 

In ix. § there is an allusion to him which points to his moving about at 

this time: The Romanist story of St Peter’s twenty-five years episcopate 

at Rome (A.D. 42 to 67), if true, would cover the time of St Paul’s im- 

prisonment at Rome, and also the period of the Epistles to and from 
Rome, so that the entire absence of any allusion to his being at Rome at 
this time is quite inexplicable, if he were there. Besides, St Paul speaks 

(Rom. xv. 20) as though no Apostle had previously visited it. It does not 

seem at all necessary that St Peter should have been at Corinth in order 

that his name should be taken by a party. He was naturally head of the 



154 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. [I. 12: 

Church of the circumcision. See the essay entitled ‘Saint Peter in Rome’ 
in Apostolic Fathers, Part 1., vol. II. p. 481 sq. (1890). 

Observe the delicacy evinced by St Paul in treating of this subject. 
His ascending scale is Paul, Apollos, Cephas, Christ. He places himself 
in the lowest grade, next, that teacher who was especially associated with 

him, and highest of human instructors the Apostle who was represented 

as his direct antagonist. Again, when he wants to enforce the opposition 
between the servant and the master, between the human instrument.and 

the divine source, he selects his own name, as the meanest of all, and 

therefore the best antithesis: pepépsoras 6 Xpiords * yu) Taddos eoravpd6y 

tmép tuav; so also in iii. 5 (ri ody éeorlv ’Amoddds; ti dé éorw 

IlatAos;) there is no mention of Cephas. His well-known friendly 

relations with Apollos allowed him, both here and in iv. 6, as it were 

to take liberties with his name. On the other hand, a true gentlemanly 

feeling led him to abstain from appearing to depreciate Cephas, his 

supposed adversary., This is an instance of his fine appreciation of what 

was due to his fellow-men. 
In the Epistle to the Galatians, where it was necessary for him to 

assert his Apostleship, his language is different. 

13. pepéptorat é Xpirrés;] Lachmann omits the note of interrogation, 

as is done apparently in most of the ancient versions. Yet the sentence 

is more forcible taken interrogatively. Nor does the absence of uy in one 

clause, whilst it is present in the other, form any objection to this way of 

taking it. The form of the interrogative is purposely varied, because the 

reply suggested in each case is different. My interrogative implies 

a negative answer, whereas the omission of yp allows an affirmative 

answer. ‘Has Christ been divided?’ This is only too true. ‘Was Paul 

crucified for you?’ This is out of the question. On py interrogative as 
implying a negative answer see Winer § lvii. p. 641. The opposition in 

the form of the interrogative would have been still stronger, if St Paul 

had written ov pepepiora ; 

In what sense did the Apostle mean that Christ had been divided ? 

Christ is here identified with the body of believers. Thus ‘Has Christ 

been divided?’ is in effect ‘Have you by your dissensions rent Christ’s 

body asunder, tearing limb from limb?’ Compare 1 Cor. xii. 12, 13 ‘For as 

the body is one, and hath many members and all the members of that 

one body, being many, are one body: so also is Christ. For by one Spirit 

are we all baptized into one body.’ Compare also xii. 27. This passage 

seems to leave no doubt as to the interpretation here ; and so Clement of 

Rome evidently understands it, for speaking of the later factions at 

Corinth, he says (§ 46) iva ri duéAkopev cai Staomaper ra péAn Tov Xprorod ; 

with an evident reference to St Paul’s language here. Immediately 

afterwards he alludes directly to this Epistle dvaAdBere ryv émurroAny Tov 

pakapiov IlavAov tod dmoorédov...emérreidev viv mepi avrov re kal Kynpa re 

kal ’AroA\@ «.7.A. For an equally strong instance of the use of the 
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metaphor see Hebr. vi. 6 dvacravpotytas éavrois tov vidy Tov Ceod Kal 
mapadevypaticovras. 

Some would give to pepepiora: the sense of ‘assigned as a share’ (‘ Has 

Christ become the badge of a party?’), in which case the words would 

refer solely to the section described as ¢ya dé Xpiarov. It does not appear 

however that pepi¢ew absolutely could well have this meaning ; though in 

certain connexions, as in the construction pepifew rwi rt, it would be 

natural enough. 

pr) ILatrhos éoraupdty] ‘surely Paul was not crucified for you. The 
appeal is not simply to their gratitude towards one who has laid down his 

life for them, but. to their sense of justice. ‘You were not purchased by 

the blood of Paul, you have not become the property of Paul.’ Compare 

1 Cor. vi. 19, 20, vii. 23, where this idea of ownership is brought out. 

The idea will of course be more strongly implied here if the reading 

is Urép, than if wepi. The balance of evidence is slightly in favour of 

vrép. 
els Td Svopa TIatdou] ‘zzto the name of, not ‘in the name of’ as in the 

E. V. The preposition implies both ‘subjection to and communion with’ 

another. The phrase is sometimes émi r@ dvdpare (Acts ii. 38 v. 1), some- 

times €y r@ dvopars (Acts x. 48), but more frequently the stronger eis rd 

évopa (Matt. xxviii. 19, Acts vill. 16, xix. 5). 
> It is unsafe to infer from such expressions as this (comp. Acts x. 48, 

xix. 5 and Hermas JV, iii. 7. 3 Oedovres Barrie Ojvat eis Td Ovopa TOU Kupiov) 

that the formula of baptism in the name of the Trinity (as commanded 
Matt. xxviii. 19) was dispensed with, and the name of Jesus alone 

pronounced. Baptism in or into the name of Jesus is to be regarded as 

an abridged expression to signify Christian baptism, retaining the 

characteristic element in the formula. Justin Martyr at least recognises 

only baptism in the name of the Trinity (A4Zo/. i. § 61, p. 94.) and see 

Clem. Recogn. iii. 67, Tertull. c. Praxean § 27. Certain heretics however 

baptized solely in the name of Christ, and in the discussion on rebaptism 
it was a question whether such baptism was valid. See a full account in 

Bingham’s Christian Antiquities, XI. c. iii. § 1 and comp. Neander P/. 

u. Lett. § 276, Ch. Hist. (Bohn’s translation) 1. pp. 430, 446 sq.. who 

however leans to the opinion that baptism in the name of Christ alone is 

intended in these passages of Scripture, as did St Ambrose also de Sfzr. 

Sanct. i. 3. 

14. Kplowov] The ruler of the synagogue whose whole household 

was converted, probably among the earliest Corinthian converts. Crispus 

(like Cincinnatus, etc. referring originally to the hair) is a common Roman 

cognomen, and occurs frequently also as a Jewish name. See the passages 
cited by Lightfoot and Wetstein here. 

Tatov] St Paul (Rom. xvi. 23) speaks of Gaius as ‘mine host and 

of the whole Church,’ so that he would appear to have lodged with 

him during his (now approaching) third visit to Corinth. Several persons 
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of the name appear in the N. T. It was an ordinary prenomen among 

the Romans, and being common to several distinguished members of the 

Imperial family, like Julius, Claudius etc., was probably more in vogue than 

ever at this epoch. Whether this is the same with the Gaius addressed in 

3 John, it is impossible to say. They are both commended in similar 

terms for their hospitality : comp. 3 John 5, 6. But the Gaius of St John 

seems to be spoken of as a younger man or at least a young disciple, 
whereas the Gaius of St Paul cannot have been either when St John 

wrote. The correct pronunciation and probably the correct form in Latin 
is Gaius, as it is always written in Greek, The same character in Latin 
originally stood for C and G: comp, Donaldson Varron. vii. § 3, p. 291. 

15. tva pa ts lrg] is to be connected with the whole sentence 

evyapioré,..€Bdrrioa, not with ovdéva ¢Barrica alone. ‘I am thankful it 

was so, that no one may have it in his power to say.’ It is not meant 

that St Paul at the time abstained from baptizing, foreseeing this result, 

but that afterwards he was glad that it was so. ‘ Providentia Dei regnat 
szepe in rebus, quarum ratio postea cognoscitur’ Bengel. 

els 73 anv Svopa] as certain heretics actually did, or are reputed to 

have done, e.g. Menander (in Pseudo-Tertull. adv. omn. Her. c. 1.) and 

others. See the references in Bingham, XI. c. iii. § 5. 

Barro Onre] the correct reading, not ¢Sammioca. 
16, The verse was an afterthought. He was perhaps reminded of the 

omission by his amanuensis, who may have been Stephanas himself or one 

of his household, for they were with him at the time (1 Cor. xvi. 15, 17). 

Perhaps Fortunatus and Achaicus were members of his household. The 

house of Stephanas is spoken of in 1 Cor. 1.c. as the first-fruits of Achaia, 
This will account for their being baptized by the Apostle’s own hand. 

On the undesigned coincidences between the Acts and Epistles 

lurking under these names see Paley Hor. Paul, i11. § 8. 

17. ov yap dwéorede] Baptism might be performed by a subordinate. 

It presupposed no extraordinary gifts on the part of the performer, for 

its efficacy consisted in the spirit of the recipient and the grace of God, 9 

yap mpoaipects Tov mpoctovros Aoumoy épydCerar TO Tay, Kai 4 TOU God xapis: 
but successful preaching requires special gifts. 

Hence we find that our Lord did not baptize Himself, but left this 

work to His disciples (John iv. 1, 2). And the Apostles followed this 

precedent, as St Peter (Acts x. 48), and St Paul here. St Paul was 

generally attended by one or more of the brethren, who ministered to 

him and on whom this office would devolve (Acts xiii. 5 e¢yov "Iwdyyqy 

umnpérny, Xix. 22 dvo ray Staxovoivrav airg Tydbeov Kai "Epacrov, both 
phrases pointing to a recognised position, more or less official). 

oik év copla Adyou] St Paul is eager to obviate any misapprehension 

which might arise from his exaltation of the ordinance of preaching. 

There were many members of the Corinthian Church who would eagerly 

seize hold of this concession as they would regard it. It is not as a mere 
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display of rhetoric, or of logical subtlety that he exalts it. This might 

require special gifts, but not the gifts of the Spirit. 

It is questioned whether ¢vy codig Adyou refers to the form or the 

matter of the teaching. So far as it is possible to separate the two, this 

question is best answered by determining against which party the implied 

rebuke is directed. We can scarcely be wrong in assuming this to be the 

party which affected to follow Apollos the man of eloquence (dynp Adytos, 

Acts xviii. 24). If so, the reference must be mainly to form, through 

the natural tendency of the Corinthian mind to attach too much import- 
ance to the graces of diction: for the substance of Apollos’ teaching 

cannot have differed from that of St Paul in any such degree as to have 

been exaggerated into a party question. The copia Adyov then will refer 

not only to the luxuriant rhetoric, but also to the dialectic subtleties of 

the Alexandrian method, which we find to an exaggerated degree in the 

writings of Philo and some of the Alexandrian fathers. 
kevw0y] ‘be emptied, i.e. ‘dwindle to nothing, vanish under the weight 

of rhetorical ornament and dialectic subtlety.’ For xevovv compare 1 Cor. 

ix. 15, 2 Cor. 1x. 3. * 

(6) The unhealthy craving after copia. God's folly triumphant 
over mans wisdom (i. 18—ii. 5). 

18. Through this incidental allusion to preaching St Paul passes to 

a new subject. The dissensions in the Corinthian Church are for a time 
forgotten, and he takes the opportunity of correcting his converts for their 

undue exaltation of human eloquence and wisdom. He returns from this 

digression to his former theme almost imperceptibly at the beginning of 

the third chapter. The link of connexion in both cases is equally subtle. 
6 Adyos yap «.7.A.] The connexion is as follows: ‘For the preach- 

ing with which we are concerned—the preaching of the Cross—is the very 
antithesis to coia Adyov. It has no triumphs of rhetoric or subtleties. 
of dialectic to offer to those whose hearts are set on such trifles. To 
such it appears to be but foolishness : and this is a sign that they are on 
the way of destruction.’ On the repetition of Adyos see note ii. 6 cogiav. 

& Néyos 6 TOU oTaupod] here used as co-extensive with the preaching of 
the Gospel, just as 6 oravpés rod Xpicrod in the previous verse denotes the 
substance of the Gospel. This expression shows clearly the stress which 

St Paul laid on the death of Christ, not merely as a great moral spectacle 

and so the crowning point of a life of self-renunciation, but as in itself the 

ordained instrument of salvation. 
drohdupévois, cwtouevors] ‘those who are in the path of destruction, of 

salvation. ‘In the language of the New Testament salvation is a thing 

of the past, a thing of the present, and a thing of the future. St Paul 
says sometimes “ Ye (or we) were saved” (Rom viii. 24), or “Ye have been 

saved” (Ephes. ii. 5, 8), sometimes “Ye are being saved” (1 Cor. xv. 2), 
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and sometimes “ Ye shall be saved” (Rom. x. 9, 13). It is important to 

observe this, because we are thus taught that owrnpia involves a moral 

condition which must. have begun already, though it will receive its final 

accomplishment hereafter. Godliness, righteousness, is life, is salvation. 

And it is hardly necessary to say that the divorce of morality and religion 

must be fostered and encouraged by failing to note this, and so laying the 

whole stress either on the past or on the future—on the first call or on 

the final charge’ On a Fresh Revision, p. 104, ed. 3 (1891). For 

drro\dAupévois compare 2 Cor. ii. 15, iv. 3,2 Thess. ii. 10; for cwfopeévors 

2 Cor. ii. 15, Acts ii. 47; see also Luke xiii. 23 ei dAtyor of cofopevor 

Comp. also Clem. Rom. § 58, Clem. Hom. xv. 10, Afost. Const. viii. 5, 7, 8. 

The idea of final acceptance or rejection is obviously excluded in the 

present tense : nor is it at all necessarily implied by the past tense, if we 

remember that the knowledge of God is in itself cwrnpia, and those who 
are brought to that knowledge are ceowopeévor; just as they are said to 

belong to the Bacideia rod Gcod, though they may not attain to the blissful 

consummation of their salvation, and may be excluded from the future 

kingdom of Christ by falling away. For St Paul’s way of speaking 

compare the note on ver. 2 jysacpévors and ver. 9 Kowvwvia. 

tois St cwfopévors jpiv] This order, which is somewhat unnatural, is 
adopted in order to bring out the opposition between of dmoAAvpevor and 

of ga ¢dpevoe sharply. At the same time it serves to smooth down the 

prominence of nui». 

Sivapis Ocot] The direct opposition to pwpia would require copia 

@ecod, but the word dvvayis is instinctively substituted to show that it is 

not the intellectual excellence so much as the moral power of the doctrine 

of the Cross on which the Apostle lays stress. At the same time, 

inasmuch as pepia involves the notion of vainness, inefficiency, divapis is 

no unnatural opposition. 

19. drok@ k.7.A.] A quotation from Isaiah xxix. 14. By this appeal 
to Scripture St Paul enforces the two points, which are brought out in the 

preceding verse: first, the opposition between the wisdom of the world 

and the power of God, and secondly, the destruction of the wise of this 
world. Compare diode with rots droAAvpévors of ver. 18. 

The passage is taken from the LXx. with this difference that St Paul 
has substituted dOernow for xpvo. In the Hebrew the sentence is ina 

passive form: ‘the wisdom of their wise shall perish etc.’ The spirit of 

the application here is in exact accordance with the original context of 
the passage. The opposition there is between the évraApara dvOporewv kal 
d.dackaXias (ver. 13, a passage cited by our Lord Matt. xv. 8, 9) and the 

power of God which shall be exerted to the ruin of those who trust 
in human teaching. The original reference however is to a temporary 
calamity, the invasion of Sennacherib; and the application which St 

Paul makes of the passage, in a spiritual and more comprehensive sense, 

is after the common analogy of the New Testament writers. 



I. 29.] FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. 159 

coplav, civerw] On the distinction between these two terms see the 
note on Col. i.9. They are explained in Arist. Z7h. Nic. vi. 7, 10. The 

first is a creative, the second a discerning faculty. 

20. mov copés; «.t.4.] These words area loose paraphrase of Isaiah 

xxxili, 18. They are certainly not intended as a quotation, for the 

language diverges too much both from the Hebrew and Lxx. The 
original passage describes the overthrow of Sennacherib, who had attacked 
the people of God. It runs in the LXX. rod eciow oi ypappareKol 5 3 moo 

elow of cvpBovdevorres ; trot €orwv 6 apiOuay rods Tpeopevous puKpdy Kat 

péyay Aaoy ; perhaps translated from a corrupt text. The meaning of the 
Hebrew is given in Bishop Lowth’s translation: ‘Where is now the 

accomptant? where the weigher of tribute? where is he that numbereth 

the towers?’ The annihilation of the officers of Sennacherib’s army is 

intended by these words. In place of these St Paul substitutes the 

leaders in the world of thought, who war against the spiritual Israel. 

From this it will be seen that the passage in Isaiah will not aid us to the 

interpretation of the individual words codes, ypapparevs, ovvgyrynrys, the 

form of the sentence only being the same and the general application 
analogous, while the similarity of ypapparckot of: the LXx. in Isaiah and 

ypappareds in St Paul is merely accidental, or at best suggested the 

paraphrase by its appeal to the ear. 

codés, ypappareds, cuvtyrytiys| Two explanations of these words deserve 
consideration. F7rst, copés is the general term including both the Jewish 

and Greek teachers, ypapparevs is the Jewish scribe, cuv(yrnrjs the Greek 
philosopher. But against this interpretation it may be urged (1) that 
coos more fitly designates the Greek philosopher than ovv¢nryrys, being 

the word specially reserved for this meaning among the Greeks themselves ; 

see Theodoret (ad loc.) xadet cody rov rH ‘EAAnuixy or@pvdAia Koopov- 

pevoy, Clem. Alex. Strom. 1. 3. 23, p. 329, and above all Rom. i. 23 ddoxovres 

eivat gopol éuopavOncay. Compare also the Jewish proverb quoted by 
Lightfoot (H. H. ad loc.) ‘ Cursed is he that herdeth hogs, and cursed is he 

that teacheth his son Grecian wisdom.’ (2) This interpretation seems to 

require rod ai@yos rovrov to be taken with all three words, whereas the 

repetition of mod separates the clauses. For these reasons it is better, 

secondly, to take oopds as the Greek philosopher, ypapypareds as the 

Jewish scribe, and avr{yrnt}s rod aidvos rovrov as the comprehensive term, 

a general expression comprehending both, rod aidvos rovrov being confined 

to the last of the three. The use of coia just below in the phrase. ray 
copiay rov xéopov, as including both, is not a sufficient reason for 

discarding this interpretation. A stronger argument in favour. of this 

explanation might be drawn from ver. 22, where codia is used of ‘the 

Greeks alone. oe 
Both these senses recognise a special mention of Jew and Greek 

severally, and this seems to be required by the sequel éwesd1 kal Iov8aio.... 
kal "EdAnves (ver. 22). This in itself is decisive in favour of rejecting 
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other distinctions, as for instance that coos is the ethical and meta- 
physical philosopher, ypappareds the historian and literary man, ouv{yrnrys 

the naturalist and man of science—a distinction which has quite a 

modern smack. Moreover ypapparetds can only be a learned man when 
applied to the Jewish scribe: in the ordinary Greek vocabulary it denotes 

a civil officer, ‘a town-clerk’ or ‘secretary,’ e.g. Acts xix. 35; Ecclus. 

XXxvili. 24 copia ypapparéws év evxaipia oxoAjs is not an exception. 

The Jewish writers (see the passages in Wetstein) included in their 

general picture of the corruption of the age at the time of Messiah’s 

coming the failing of Rabbinical wisdom, apparently with a reference to 

Isaiah xxxiii. 18. With regard to the heathen, we have here the germ of 

the thought which St Paul afterwards expands so strikingly in the first 

chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, especially vv. 21, 22 éuaradénoav 

év rois Stadoywopots avtay kal eoxoticbn 9 dovveros avtav Kapdia* hdcxovres 
elvat cool éuwpavOncay, cal 7Adaav x.t.A. See also the notes on ovyt 

éuw@pavev 6 Ocds below and on év ry codig rod Seow in the next verse. For 

a similar instance of an expansion see xv. 56. 

rou aldvos toérov] On this expression, as opposed to 6 aidy 6 péAdov 

or aidy éxeivos ‘Messiah’s reign,’ compare Usteri Paul. Lehré. p. 327 sq. 

The phrase had a temporal meaning, as originally employed by the Jews; 

but as St Paul uses it, it is rather ethical in its signification, there being 
no sharp division in time between ‘the age of the world’ and ‘the age of 
Messiah.’ 

odxl gudpavev 6 eds] ‘aid not God render vain’ ; and this in two ways, 

(1) by exhibiting its intrinsic worthlessness and corrupt results, and (2) by 

the power of the Cross set in opposition to it and triumphing over it, as 
explained in the following verse. The process of this pwpaivew in the 

case of the Gentiles is portrayed in the passage from the Romans quoted 

above. The hand of God is there distinctly recognised, 5:6 mapédwxev 

adrovs 6 Oebs év rais émidupias x.r.A. ‘While the reason strove to raise 

itself,’ remarks Neander, ‘above Polytheism, it was betrayed into 

Pantheism only to fall at last into scepticism?’ Yet it is rather their 

moral degradation, as resulting from their idolatry, that St Paul must 
have had in his mind, as the passage in the Epistle to the Romans 

shows. 

tov Kéopov] Omit rovrov, which has been introduced to conform to 
rod aidvos rovrou above ; kdcyos is in itself ‘the existing order of things,’ 
and needs no specification like aidy. We never find 6 kécpos 6 péddov. 
Kéopos is used as synonymous with aidy, as in 1 Cor. iii. 18, 19: compare 
also 1 Cor. ii. 6 with ii. 12 and Eph. ii. 2, where we have xara rov aldva 

Tov Kogpov tovrov. So far as there is any difference between the two 

words, aidv would seem, like ‘ seeculum, to refer to the prevailing ideas and 
feelings of the present life, and kécyos to its gross, material character ; 

and the two would be contrasted, though not so sharply, in the same way 
as ‘the world’ and ‘the flesh.’ 



I. 22.J FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. 161 

21, émeSy yap] explaining the manner of ¢udpavey in the preceding 
verse. 

év rq] cola Tod Ocod] is explained in two ways. (1) ‘When the world 
failed to recognise Godin the works of His wisdom’: codia denoting the 

wisdom of God as displayed in the works of creation to the Gentiles and 

in the Mosaic dispensation to the Jews. Or (2) ‘when owing to the wise 

dispensation of God the world failed to recognise Him etc.’ The first 
interpretation produces indeed a stronger resemblance to Rom. i. 18 sq. 

of which this passage is the germ; compare especially ver. 20 ra yap 
dopara adrov dé kricews Koopov Tois Toijpacw voovpeva Kaboparat x.T.A., and 

see Wisd. xiii.1. But everything else is in favour of the second rendering. 

For frsé, it is harsh to attribute to codia a concrete sense, as ‘the works 

of His intelligence’: secondly, the position of ¢v r7 copia row Geod points 

to it, as giving the explanation of ovx ¢yyw 6 kéopos k.7.A.: and thirdly, 
the sense suits the context better, as accounting for éudpavev 6 Geds which 

idea it assists the following evddxycev da ris pwpias in carrying out. Even 

the corruption of the world was in a certain sense God’s doing, inasmuch 

as He permitted it with a providential end in view: comp. Rom. xi. 32. 

6 kécpos] here includes Jew as well as Gentile. The Pharisee, no less 

than the Greek philosopher, had a cogia of his own, which stood between 
his heart and the knowledge of God. 

Sia tis godlas] is taken either of ‘the wisdom of God,’ or of ‘the 
wisdom of the world.’ The latter is probably correct, as it presents the 

same opposition to dua rijs pewpias rod knpvyparos which runs through the 

context. 

rod Knpbyparos| ‘of the thing preached, ‘the proclamation’; not ris 
xnpv&eos. It refers therefore to the subject, not to the manner of the 

preaching. There is only the very slightest approach in classical writers 

to this sense of the words xnpiacew, xipvypa etc., as denoting ‘instruc- 

tion,’ ‘teaching.’ The metaphor, if it can be called a metaphor, is perhaps 

derived from the Jewish theocracy, and involves the notion of heralding 

the approach of a king (Matt. iii. 1, iv. 17), or of proclaiming an edict of 

a sovereign. But it seems to be very rarely used in a sense approaching 

to this, even in the Lxx. 

22. The following verses (22—25) contain a confirmation and ampli- 

fication of the assertion in ver. 21, in its twofold bearing. They maintain 

first, that the preaching of the gospel is directly opposed to the wisdom 

of the world, whether displayed in the sign-seeking of the Jews, or the 

philosophical subtleties of the Greeks (the copia par excellence); and 

secondly, that this foolishness of God triumphs over the wisdom of the 

world. 

kal *Iov8ator,..cal “EAAnves] i.e. ‘the Jews no less than the Gentiles 
have gone astray.’ Compare Rom. iii. 9 mpoyriardueOa yap "Iovdaious re 

kai "EXAnvas mdvras id’ dpapriav eivax. The particles xal...«at correspond 
to each other, and attach the two sentences together. The absence of a 

L. EP. II 
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nev in this clause, answering to mets dé, is to be accounted for by 

supposing that the Apostle had not cast the form of the latter part of the 

sentence in his mind, when he commenced it. 
Tov8aior, “EXAnves] The absence of the article shows that they are 

spoken of rather with a view to their attributes than to their individuality, 

‘Jews as Jews,’ ‘Greeks as Greeks,’ 

onpeta] the correct reading, for which the received text has onpeiov. 

The whole force of the passage here comes from the meaning ‘miraculous 

sign’ as applied to onpeiov. Compare Matt. xii. 38 sq., xvi. I Sq. 

John ii. 18, vi. 30, incidents to which St Paul may be alluding indirectly, 

though doubtless the Apostles were frequently met by the Jews with the 

demand ‘give us a sign, as our Lord had been. It is not difficult to 

conjecture in what sense the Jews asked for ‘signs.’ Signs were 

vouchsafed in plenty, signs of God’s power and love, but these were 

not the signs which they sought. They wanted signs of an outward 

Messianic Kingdom, of temporal triumph, of material greatness for the 

chosen people. See Biblical Essays, p. 150 sq. for Jewish expectation of 

signs to be wrought by the Messiah, and the references in Wetstein on 

Matt. xvi. 1. With such cravings the gospel of a ‘crucified Messiah’ 

(Xptorév éoravpwpévov) was to them a stumbling-block indeed. 

“EdAqves coplav] This characteristic of the Greeks was noted by 
Anacharsis in Herod. iv. 77, "EAAnvas mavras doyodous eivar mpds wacay 

copinv. He excepts however the Lacedaemonians. 

alrotow, {yrovocw] The same accurate appreciation of the difference 

between Jew and Gentile as regards the reception of the Gospel, 

which dictated the whole passage, is visible in these words. All the 
terms are carefully chosen. The importunity of the Jews is expressed 

by aireiv, the curious speculative turn of the Greeks by (yreiv. 

23. An instructive commentary on this passage is furnished by 

the different arguments which Justin Martyr employs in combating 

Jewish and Greek assailants in the Apologies and the Dialogue with 

Trypho. See Blunt Church in the First Three Centurdes (1861), p. 120 sq. 

The Jews looked to material, outward privileges, the Greeks sought 

satisfaction for their intellectual cravings. The preaching of the Cross 

commended itself to neither. It is a moral and spiritual power. * 

jpets 8&8 Knpbooopev] ‘ut we preach, i.e. ‘we do not discuss or 

dispute.’ 

Xprorrdv éotavpopévor] ‘a crucified Messiah; not as the E. V., ‘Christ 

crucified.” The expression is a sort of oxymoron. It is not so much 

the person as the office which is denoted here by Xpiords. By suffering 

He was to redeem; by suffering He was to make many perfect. His 

Messiahship and His Cross were necessarily connected. To the Jew 

however Xpiorés éoravp@pevos was a contradiction in terms: to the Greek 

it would be simply meaningless. The great difficulty of the Jews in 

overcoming the idea of a crucified Messiah appears from the very first. 
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See Acts xxvi. 23, where St Paul states that one of the main theses which 

he had to maintain was that the Christ was to suffer. Consequently we find 

that the Apologists in arguing with the Jews had to explain this difficulty 
(Ariston of Pella in Routh &. S. 1. p. 95, Justin Martyr Dzal. c. Tryph. 

c. 69, p. 323 C, Tertull. adv. Judaeos § 10). On this point see further 

in Galatians, p. 152 sq. An illustration of this difficulty we have in 

the fact that the later Jews, recognising the prediction of the prophets 
that the Messiah should suffer, were driven to the expedient of supposing 
two Christs, both a suffering and a glorified Redeemer, called respec- 

tively Ben Joseph and Ben David. There is no trace however of this 
distinction until Christian arguments from prophecy forced it upon 

Jewish apologists. See Bertholdt Christol. § 17, p. 75 sq., Gfrorer Jahr. 

des Heils 11. p. 318 sq., and compare Stanley, p. 51. With regard to the 

general abhorrence of the Cross by the Gentiles see Cicero fro Radirio, 
c. 5 ‘nomen ipsum crucis absit non modo a corpore civium Romanorum, 
sed etiam a cogitatione, oculis, auribus,’ comp. Verr. v. 64. That this 

*stumbling-block of the cross’ existed not only in the apostolic age but 

that it continued for generations later appears from many indications. 

Thus Lucian (de morte Peregr. c. 13) speaks of our Lord as ‘ the gibbeted 

sophist,’ rov dvecxodomiopévoy exeivov codiaryv; but perhaps the best 

illustration of the popular feeling is the well-known caricature of a 

slave falling down before an ass hanging on a gibbet with the inscription 

Ane~apevos oeBere Geov, found in the Paedagogium on the Palatine, and 

now in the Museo Kircheriano. So Celsus (Orig. c. Ceds. iv. 7) speaks of 

the Christians as ‘actually worshipping a dead man’ (évTws vexpiv céBor- 
ras), a veductio ad absurdum in his opinion. The Emperor Julian after 

his apostasy uses similar language. See also the note on Phil. ii. 8. 

oxdvbadov] Sxavdadov corresponds to onpeia, pwpiav to cofiay. Instead 

of finding signs. or tokens of the approach of Messiah’s Kingdom, 
finger-posts guiding them thereto, they found a hindrance to their belief 

in that approach. 
24. adbrots Bt rots KAnrois] ‘but to the believers themselves, whatever 

it might be to others. ‘Though they see that those around them regard 
the cross as a stumbling-block or as foolishness, yet they themselves 

know it to be’ etc. This is the force of avrois, which is added because 

the passage is expressed from the standpoint of the believer. The 
meaning of avrois would have been more clear if St Paul had said avrois 

dé jpiv, but he avoids the first person because he wishes no longer to 
restrict the application to the preachers (jyeis S€ kypvocouer) of 

whom he has been speaking hitherto. Adrois S€ rois kAntots cannot 

mean, ‘to them, viz. the called’; first, because this is very question- 

able Greek, and secondly, because there is nothing nearer than 

tovs morevovras (ver. 21) to which to refer the pronoun. On rois 

kAynrois see ver. 2 above, 

Xpurrdv] The repetition of this word is emphatic. ‘Christ crucified’ 

II—2 
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of the former clause is now ‘ Christ the power of God and the wisdom of 

God.’ 
Sévapiv] corresponds to onpeia of ver. 22, as gopiay does to codia», 

The analogy between divayss and onpeia will appear, if we remember 

that the signs, which the Jews sought, were manifestations of kingly 

power. 
The terms divayis and copia applied to our Lord are suggested by 

what has gone before. He is the reality of that power of which the Jews 
were pursuing the shadow, of that wisdom for which the Greeks were 

substituting a counterfeit. At the same time they have a deeper meaning, 
They appeal to the theosophy of the day, and declare Christ to be the 

Eternal Word of God. For both duvayis (Geo) and codia (Ocot) are 

synonyms for Adyos in the phraseology of Jewish speculators. For 

Svvapis in the sense of an emanation of the Godhead see Acts viii. 10, 

for copia see Luke xi. 49. 

25. tév dvOpdérwv] St Paul in abridging the comparison is only 

following a common Greek idiom: eg. Eur. Med. 1342, 3 Aéawvay, ov 

yuvaixa, Tis Tuponvidos SkvAAns exovcav ayptarépay giaw. See Jelf, Gr 

§ 781 d, Winer, § xxxv. p. 307. At the same time the expression here is 

more forcible than if it had been written in full ris codias (ris ivyvos) 

tév dvOponev. The very foolishness of God is wiser than men and all 
that is in man. 

Tertullian’s comment is ‘Quid est stultum Dei sapientius hominibus, 

nisi crux et mors Christi? Quid infirmum Dei fortius homine, nisi 

nativitas et caro Dei?’ (¢, Marcion. v.5). The separation however in 

this comment is not justified by the text. 

26. ‘Is not this in accordance with your own experience? Thus not 

only in the means of redemption, but in the persons of the redeemed, is 

the weakness of God declared to be stronger than men. Not only is the 
power of God seen in the effect of the preaching of a crucified Messiah ; 
it is evidenced also in the fact that preachers and believers alike are 
chiefly drawn from the weak and the despised of the world.’ 

Bréwere yap] ‘for look at your calling, the circumstances under which 
ye were called to Christianity. Not an indicative but an imperative 
mood: compare viii. 9, x. 12, 18, xvi. 10, Phil. iii. 2 and frequently in 
St Paul. The passage is more vigorous when thus taken : ‘ excitat quasi 
torpentes ad rem ipsam considerandam’ says Calvin. And the emphatic 
position of AdAéwere seems to require it. Otherwise the order would 
probably have been ri» kdfjow duor Bdéwere, as in 2 Cor. x. 7 ra Kara 
mpocwroyv Bdérere. 

vi Khijow tpav] ‘the manner of your calling’; here and elsewhere 
with a special reference to their station in life at the time of their calling, 
This idea however is not contained in the word «Ajous itself, but is 
derived from the context, as also in vii. 20. KAjois in itself never 
signifies a ‘vocation’ or ‘calling in life’ It is the calling to the know- 
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ledge of the Gospel, and it may or may not, according to the context, 

have reference to the circumstances under which the calling took place. 

On the Pauline interchange of xAjows and éxdoy) see on Col. iii. 12 os 

ékXexrot Tod Geov, and compare ¥ Thess, i. 4, 2 Thess. i. rr. It will be 

observed here that St Paul uses the verb éfeAéfaro in ver. 27 as corre- 

sponding to the substantive cajow. 

ért] ‘Zow that.” For this construction compare the note on 1 Thess. 

i. 5 (a passage which is mistranslated in the E. V.). It is the drt, which 

introduces the idea of manner or circumstances into kAjats. 

kata odpka] should probably be taken with all three words codoi, 

Suvaroi, evyevets. The position of the qualifying phrase after the first of 

the three is much more in favour of this conjuncture than if it had been 

placed after the last, as for instance in ver. 20. Besides it applies 

equally well to all three. There is a spiritual dvvayes and a spiritual 
evyévera, as well as a spiritual godia. The Bereans are examples of this 

spiritual nobility (odroe joav evyevéorepor ray ev Segoadoviky Acts xvii. 11). 

Lastly, rod xoopov is repeated with the opposites of all three in the next 
verse. 

ov rodXol] ‘ot many. The phrase is not equivalent to ovdeis, for there 

were some few exceptions. In the Church of Corinth Erastus ‘the 

chamberlain of the city’ (Rom. xvi. 23) might perhaps be reckoned 

among the duvvaroi. That the majority of the first converts from heathen- 

dom were either slaves or freedmen, appears from their names. Compare 

especially the salutations in the last chapter of the Roman Epistle (see 

on this Philippians, p. 171 sq.), and the remarks of Merivale, History of 

the Romans (1858), vol. VI. p. 265 sq. 

The sentence is elliptical and a verb must be understood from the 

context. The reference however in ov moAAol «.7.A. is probably to be 

confined neither to the teachers as such, nor to the taught as such (as dif- 

ferent commentators have maintained); but to be extended to the converts 

generally. Accordingly some less precise term is needed than éxAj@ncay 

or é&ehéxOnoav, though in one sense ékAnOyoav is applicable, for teachers 

and taught alike are ‘called.’ On the brachylogies of St Paul see the 

note on ver, 31, and on this passage Dr Ainslie in the Fournal of 
Philology (1868) U. p. 158. 

This fact of the social condition of the early Christians is the constant 

boast of the first Apologists as the glory of Christianity. See especially 

Justin Martyr AZol. ii. 9 XpiorG od Piddoodor odde Pidrcdroyor pdvoy 

émeloOnoav, GdAG Kal xetporéxvat Kal mavreda@s idi@rat Kal ddEns Kat PsBov kal 

Oavdrov xarahpovncavres, ered) Svvapis ote Tod appyrou Tlarpés x.r.A.; and 

Origen c. Cels. 11. 79 kal ov Oavpaorov ci trav hpoviwwv: GAA Kal Tay 

ddoyardrwy Kai Tois maGect éyxerpévav...ddr’ érel Sdvayis rod Ccod 6 
Xpiorés Fv kal copia Tod Tarpos, da rotro radra memoinkey Kat ere moet 

TA, 

27,28. ddAAG K.7.A.] Mopd, dodeva, dyevi kal ra é€ovOevnpéva are the 
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opposites of cool, duvaroi, edyeveis. See the note on the reading cal ra 

#4) dvra below. The omission of the words iva karaoxtvy rods coors, Kat 
Ta doGevi rod Kécpou é&eAé£aro 6 Oeds in some uncial MSS. probably arises 

out of a confusion due to the repetition of the same words ¢&eA. 6 Geos. 

Origen is guilty of a different error. He omits from the first to the third 

éfeX. 6 Oeds. The neuters (e.g. ra popa for of pwpot) are adopted in 

preference to the masculines, as sinking the individuality and conveying 

an idea of meanness in the objects, and thus bringing out the point of 
the contrast more strongly. 

The repetition of é&edé£aro 6 Gcds is emphatic. The effect is the same 

as in the reiteration of xAnrés ver. I (where see the note). St Paul is 

penetrated with the intense conviction that our calling is not of ourselves 

but of God; and expresses himself accordingly. Thus he is already 

preparing us for the precept with which he closes the paragraph, ‘O 
kavydpevos ev oe kavxdobo. 

28. Td pay Svta] The omission of the particle xal before ra pi ovra 
is justifiable on external authority alone, though the evidence in its favour 

(S8BC%D3L) is considerable. It is however not found in SAC'D!FG and 

several of the early fathers. Certainly the sense gains by the omission. 

The three classes which are the opposites to cool, Suvaroi, ev-yeveis have 

been already enumerated (though in the last the supplementary clause 

va xaracxivy ta ever) is not expressed and has to be supplied by the 
reader). The strong expression rd p) dvra is now added as at once a 

climax and a summary of what has gone before. 

The negative wi is generally explained here as denoting not the 

objective fact (ra ove évra) but the subjective impression, ‘things reputed 

non-existent.’ So apparently Winer §1v, p. 608. This however would 

weaken the force of the contrast, and it is probable that it denotes 

simply the class-attributes, ‘such things as are not, according to its 

ordinary usage. Compare Xen. Anab. iv. 4. 15 obros yap éBédKer kal 
mpotepov modAa i{Sy GAnOedoat roaira, ra Bvra te ds dvra Kal Ta pr bvTa ds 
ovx éyra, where the sense is obvious and has nothing to do with the 
subjective impression. See also Jelf, Gr. § 746. 2, and Eur. Tvoad. 608 
(sited Uy Alford) ‘Opé ra trav Oedv, ds ra yee mupyoto” dvw Ta pydev 
dvra, Ta 8€ Soxodvr’ dnédcoav. In fact ra wy dvra is much more usual 
than ra ovk« dvra in the sense of ‘things not existing,’ 

karapyyoy] ‘annihilate, reduce to non-entity. This strong expression 
is substituted for the weaker xaraioyvvy, as the opposition to ra py dvra 
requires. 

29. Oras pr} kavxronrar aca cdpé] ‘that no flesh may boast, ‘ that all 
Jlesh may be prevented from boasting? Compare Acts x. 14 ovdémore 
épayov may xowdv ‘I have always avoided eating everything common,’ 
Rom, ili. 20 ot dtkarwbjoera mica cipé évdmov avtod. In such cases the 
negative is attached closely to the verb which it immediately precedes. 
This seems to be scarcely a classical usage of was with the- negative, 
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and the analogy of the classical ov wavy (with which on the other 
hand compare od mavras Rom. ili. 9) is apparent, rather than real. 

It is a common Hebraism, and the corresponding Hebrew (w2-55), show- 
ing that maca cadpé are to be regarded as one word, assists to explain how 

maoa is unaffected by the negative which refers solely to the verb. 

évdtov tod @eov] The preposition conveys an idea of boldness and 

independence. As Bengel says; ‘Non coram illo, sed zm illo gloriari 

possumus.’ See ver. 31. 

30. ‘Nay, so far from there being any place for boasting, ye owe 

your existence as Christians to Him, as the Author of your being.’ 

The words é& avrov dpeis core ev Xpror@ “Inood are differently taken. 

Either (1) ‘From Him ye have your being (¢& avrov éoré), ye are born of 

Him in Christ Jesus, ‘ye are His.children in Christ Jesus.’ So 

Chrysostom (éxeivou maidés éore dia rod Xpiorov rotro yevduevor), and in the 

same way the other Greek commentators. Compare xi. 8, 12, xii. 15. 

Or (2) ‘For it is His doing (é& avrod) that ye are in Christ Jesus, are 

members of Christ (gore év Xpior@ “Ingov).’ The latter of these inter- 

pretations is open to two objections; /ivs¢, that the sense attributed 

to ¢& avrod is unusual at least in the New Testament, and secondly, the 

emphatic position of éoré would scarcely be explicable, for the natural 
order would certainly be év Xpioré “Incotd éore. It was probably from an 

instinctive feeling of the requirements of the Greek that the Greek 

commentators seem all to have adopted the other interpretation. For 

the sentiment and even the form in which it is expressed, compare 

Gal. iii. 26 mavres yap viot Gcod dare did THs wictews ev XpisTa “Inoov. If 

the idea of a regeneration and spiritual sonship appears most frequently 

in St John, it was certainly not unknown to St Paul. : 

éort] Possibly an allusion to the preceding ra yy dvra ‘you, who 

were not, now are.’ But in any case, €ore is here best taken as a 

predicate, and accentuated, as in Lachmann’s edition. 

éyevr}0n] ‘became’ (i.e. by His incarnation); not ‘was made.’ See the 
note on I Thess. i. 5 éyevnOnuev. ‘He showed us the way to all true 

knowledge, the knowledge of God and of our own salvation. He by 

taking upon Him our nature was manifested to us as the impersonation 

of all wisdom,’ or perhaps better ‘the representative of the wise dispen- 

sation of God.’ 

dd @cot] To be taken with éyevy6y copia, not with copia alone. 
St Paul accumulates words to intensify the leading idea of the sentence 

that everything comes of God. 

Sixarocivy Te Kal dyracpeds kal drodtrpwors] ‘chat zs to say, righteousness 
and sanctification and redemption” These three words are an epexegesis 
of copia. Owing to the absence of any connecting particle between 
codia and dixavoovyn, and especially considering the interposition of dao 
@ecod, it is impossible to coordinate the four words, as is done in the 

English version and by many commentators. 
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The connecting particles ve xal...cat perhaps imply a close connexion 

between dckcasootvn and ayiacpds, whereas dmodvrpwors stands rather by 
itself. ‘By becoming wisdom He became both righteousness and sancti- 
fication and also redemption.’ Compare Hom. Od. xv. 78 dudorepov, xidds 

Te kal dyAain, kat Sverap, Herod. vii. 1 kai véas te kal immous Kat ciroy kal 

mAoia: and see Jelf, Gr. § 758, Hartung, Partikeln. i. 103. 

The order of the words dixavocvvy, ayraopds is what might be expected. 

Atkatoaivn is used in its peculiar Pauline sense as ‘righteousness before 

God,’ ‘justification’; differing however from Sixaiwous (Rom. iv. 25, v. 18) 

in that the latter is the verdict of God which pronounces a man righteous. 
‘Aytacpos is the natural following up of dixatoovvn and is illustrated by 

Rom. vi. 19 wapacrycare ta pédy dpay Sodda 77 Sixatocdvy cis dytacpov. 

On the terminations -cvvn, -ows, -cpos see 1 Thess. ili. 13. On the other 

hand we are scarcely prepared to find doAvrpwots following these words 

which we might expect it to precede, as e.g. Rom. iii. 24 Stxacovpevoe 

Sapeay rH adrod xdpere Sia THs drodkuTpdcews THs é€v Xpiot@ “Incov. But 

‘redemption’ is really used in two ways. Calvin very justly says, 

*Redemptio primum Christi donum est quod inchoatur in nobis, et 

ultimum quod perficitur’; and here the word is used not so much 

of the initiative act (the death of Christ, cf. Eph. i. 7), as of redemp- 

tion consummated in our deliverance from all sin and misery. In 
this sense it is almost equivalent to («1 aidvos and is therefore rightly 

placed last. For the sense of dmodvrpaots see especially Eph. iv. 30 eds 

npépay amoAuTpocews and compare Rom. viii. 23, Eph. i. 14. 

This is the earliest indication in St Paul’s Epistles of the doctrine 

which occupies so prominent a place in the Epistles to the Romans and 

Galatians, and in St Paul’s teaching generally. See Biblical Essays, 

Pp. 224 sq. 
31. tva kadds yéypamrar K.7.A.] ‘22 order that it may be according to 

the language of Scripture. The sentence is frequently explained as an 

anacoluthon, as if St Paul had retained the imperative mood of the 

original (kavyac6w) instead of substituting xavyyjonra. But it is more in 

accordance with St Paul’s usage to regard it as an ellipsis iva (yévyrac) 

xadds yéypamrat «7A. His ellipses are often very abrupt (see the 

instances collected on 2 Thess. ii. 3), and have occasioned much trouble 

to the transcribers, who are at much pains to supply them. See a note 

in Fournal of Philology iii. p. 85. Of the ellipsis of a verb after wa we 
have examples in Rom. iv. 16 dtd rotro ék miotews iva kata ydpw, Gal. ii. 9 

iva yueis els ra €Ovn, avrot dé eis thy meptrouny, 2 Cor. villi. 13 od yap iva 

Gdows avers, vuiv Oris. Whichever explanation is given, the sentence 
in form very much resembles Rom. xv. 3 dAAd xadéds yéypamra’ Of 

dvedtopol Trav dvetdiCovrwr o€ éemémecov en’ eve, and I Cor. ii. 9 below. 

6 kavxdpevos «.7.4.] is not a direct quotation, but abridged from 

Jeremiah ix. 23, 24 py kavydoOo 6 copis ev rH copia avrov Kal 1 Kavyac bw 
6 ioxupés ev tH ioxvi avrod Kal py KavydoOw 6 mAovows ev TO TAOUT@ avTOD, 
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GAN’ 7) ev roiT@ Kavydobw 6 Kavxydpevos, curieiy Kal ywwodoxe dre éyd ebue 
Kupwos 6 moray éXeos, combined with 1 Sam. ii. 10 py xavydobw 6 dpdvimos 

e€v TH ppovncet avrov Kai py Kavxydodw o duvaros ev TH Suvdper avTod Kal pi 
kavxdc0@ 6 mdovotos év TH TAovT@ avrod, GAN 7 év roiT@ Kavydobw 6 

kavy@pevos cuvieiy kal ywodokew Tov Kuptov kai moveiy kpipa kal Sixatoodvny év 
péow ths yns. It will be observed that the three classes, the wise, the 
strong and the wealthy, correspond roughly to the three enumerated in 

the passage above in ver. 26, and the reference is peculiarly apt here. 

St Paul repeats the words 6 xavxapevos ev Kupio xavyacbw in 2 Cor. x. 
17, and St Clement of Rome (§ 13) quotes the passage from the LxXx. 

with the conclusion thus dN’ 4} 6 Kavydpevos ev Kupio kavydobo, Tov 

éx(nreiv adréy Kat rrovety kpipa kal Suxarocvvny, words which, though diverging 

considerably from the corresponding passage in Jeremiah, approach 

nearly to the conclusion of 1 Sam. ii. 10 given above. 

The resemblance of St Clement’s language to St Paul may be 

explained in two ways; either (1) St Paul does not quote literally but 
gives the sense of one or other passage (1 Sam. ii. 10 or Jer. ix. 23 sq); 

and Clement, writing afterwards, unconsciously combines and confuses 

St Paul’s quotations with the original text; or (2) a recension of the 

text of Jeremiah (or Samuel) was in circulation in the first century which 

contained the exact words 6 cavydpevos év Kupio xavydoOo. The former 
is the more probable hypothesis. Iren. Haev. iv. 17. 3 quotes Jer. ix. 24 

as it stands in our texts. In neither passage does the Hebrew aid in 

solving the difficulty. In 1 Sam. ii. ro it is much shorter than and 

quite different from the LXx. Lucifer de Athan. ii. 2 (Hartel, p. 148) 

quotes it ‘non glorietur sapiens in sua sapientia...nec glorietur dives in 

divitiis suis, sed in hoc glorietur qui gloriatur, inquirere me et intelligere 

et scire in Deum gloriari, quia ego sum Dominus qui facio misericordiam 

et judicium et justitiam super terram.’ As Cotelier (on Clem. Rom. § 13) 

remarks, he seems to have read éx({yreiy with Clement, for he has 

‘inquirere’ three times in this context, but the coincidence may be 
accidental. On the other hand Antioch. Palest. Hom. xliii. (Bzb/. Vet. 

Pair. p. 1097, Paris 1624) quotes directly from 1 Sam. ii. 10 and betrays 

no connexion with Clement’s language. For St Paul’s quotations see 
further on ii. 9. 



CHAPTER II. 

1. ‘And this divine rule was illustrated in my case also. Just as 

God has ordained the weakness of the cross as the means of salvation 

(i. 22—25), just as He has chosen the weak of this world as the objects of 

Salvation (i. 26—31), so I too observed the same rule among you.’ And 

this in two ways (introduced by x«dyo). ‘Humility characterised my 

preaching (ii. 1, 2). Humility was stamped upon my person and pene- 

trated my feelings (ii. 3).’ 

€XOdv...7jd0ov] Perhaps the aorist éA@dv is to be explained by 
supposing that the sentence was begun with the idea of ending it od xa 

dmepoxiy K.7.A. KaTyyyeAAov, and the form was abruptly changed after 

adedgpoi. For repetitions however somewhat analogous to this see Jelf, 

Gr. §705. 3, and better still Matth. §558, especially the instance from 

Plato Euthyd. p. 288 D tiva ror’ obv av xrnoapevor ematipny opbds Ktnoai- 

pea. At all events it is not to be compared with the Hebraism idav 

e€Lloov. 

od Kad’ drepoxiy Adyou 4 wodlas] ‘707 2x excess of eloquence or wisdom, 

i.e. not in excellence of rhetorical display or of philosophical subtlety. 

The two are united lower down in ver. 4 év meois codias Adyots. 

‘Corinthia verba’ was a proverbial expression for elaborate language 

(Wetstein on 1 Cor. ii. 4). The phrase here is better taken with xaray- 

yéAXov than with 7AGov. 

katayy&dwv] A present participle, instead of the future which 
generally accompanies verbs of motion to express the object of the verb 

(Matth. §566. 6). As we find however that this exception occurs so 

frequently in the case of dyyéAAew and its compounds, we are led to look 
for the explanation in the special meaning of this verb, which is not so 

much ‘to announce, declare,’ as ‘to bear tidings.’ Compare Xen. He//. 
ii. I. 29 és ras "AOnvas EAevoev dyyéAAovea ra yeyovora, Thucyd. i. 116 

oixdpevae meptayyéANovaeat Bondeiv, Eur. Med. 372; and so Acts xv. 27 

dmeorda\kapev...avTovs...dmayyéAXovras. . 

7d papripiov] ‘che testimony.’ He spoke in plain and simple language, 

as became a witness. Elaborate diction and subtlety of argument would 
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only discredit his testimony. The various reading pvorijpcov, though 
strongly supported (NAC Syr. Memph. and some fathers), has probably 

crept in from ver. 7. 

tov @eot] Tod ©@eov here is perhaps the subjective genitive, ‘the 

testimony proceeding from God,’ as rod Xpicrov in i. 6 (ro paprvptov Tov 

Xpicrov) is the objective genitive, ‘the testimony borne to Christ.’ The 

expression of St John (1 Joh. v. 9) ‘This is the witness of God which 

He hath testified of His Son’ links the two together. It is the testimony 

borne by God (rod Ged) to Christ (rod Xpiorod). 
Maprupia and .papriptov differ as ‘the giving evidence’ and ‘the 

evidence given.’ But it is not easy in this case to separate the ¢pyov 

from the éevépyeca. 

2. ob ydp ekpwd ri dSévar] ‘7 had no intent, no mind to know any- 
thing’ It does not mean therefore ‘I steadfastly excluded all other 
knowledge,’ but simply ‘I did not trouble myself about the knowledge of 
anything else.’ For this sense of xpivey compare vii. 37, 2 Cor. ii. 1, 

Acts xv. 19, Rom. xiv. 13. The other rendering ‘I determined not to 

know’ (E.V.) cannot be supported by the analogy of the common idiom ov 

dnpi (‘I non-say it,’ ‘I say no to it’); unless it can be shown that ov 

kpivw is commonly so used. Thus e.g. ov Aéyw would not be equivalent to 

od dni. Ovx eo again presents no correspondence, it being simply a 

softened expression for ‘I forbid.’ It is not necessary to understand 
é£eivar with ov éxpia (‘I did not judge it allowable’), as Lobeck contends 

(Phryn. p. 753)- 
mu elSévat] in a pregnant sense, ‘to exhibit the knowledge of, recognise’; 

resembling its use in 1 Thess. v. 12 (see note there) and ver. 12 below. 

The reading of the received text rot eidéva Ts is a legitimate construction 

in late Greek (cf. Acts xxvii. 1 éxpi6n Tod dromAeiv juas), but is destitute of 

textual support here. 

*Inocotv Xpirrdy] i.e. both the Person (Incodv) and the office (Xpicrov) 

of our Lord. 

kal Totrov éoravpdépevov] i.e. and Him too not in His glory, but in His 

humiliation; that the foolishness of the preaching might be doubly 
foolish, and the weakness doubly weak. The Incarnation was in itself a 

stumbling-block ; the Crucifixion was much more than this. 

3. Kdyo]‘as in my ministerial teaching, so also in my own person, 

weakness was the distinguishing mark.’ For the repetition of xdyd... 

kayo compare Juvenal Saz. i. 15, 16 ‘et nos ergo manum ferulae sub- 

duximus, et nos Consilium dedimus Sullae.’ 

&y doGevelag] The meaning of doOéveca should not be arbitrarily 
restricted to any one form of weakness. Whatever enhanced in the 

Apostle’s mind the contrast between the meanness and inability of the 

preacher, and the power and efficacy of the Gospel, would be included 

under doOévera. Thus it would comprehend (1) the physical malady, 

under which he was labouring at the time (see Gal. iv. 13 dodévea ris 
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capkés), which is in all probability the same as ‘the thorn in the flesh’ 

mentioned 2 Cor. xii. 7 and in reference to which see Galatians p. 186 sq: 

(2) the meanness of his personal appearance (2 Cor. x. 10) with which he 

was taunted, and which perhaps was the result of his complaint : (3) his 

inability as a speaker, whether this arose from imperfection of the 

physical organs or from some other cause (see again 2 Cor. x. 10): 

(4) a sense of loneliness, from which we may suppose him suffering 

before the arrival of Silvanus and Timotheus (Acts xvii. 15, xviii. 5 ds dé 

kati bov...cuveixero T@ Aéyo i.e. perhaps ‘he grew more bold’), analogous 

to the feelings which oppressed him at a later date during the absence of 

Titus (2 Cor. ii. 13): (5) his unprotected condition, when assailed by 
persecution: and (6) his general inability to deliver his message 

worthily. : 

év béBe kal év tpdpe woANG] Each word is an advance upon the other. 

The sense of weakness produced fear. ‘The fear betrayed itself in much 

trembling. d8os xa rpéuos is a not unfrequent combination in St Paul, 

2 Cor. vii. 15, Eph. vi. 5, Phil. ii. 12. See the note on the last named 

passage. Here the expression denotes the Apostle’s nervous apprehen- 

sion that he might not fulfil his ministry aright: i.e. fear and trembling 

in the sight of God rather than of man. 

éyevéuqv] may be taken either (1) with év doOeveia x... ‘I manifested 
weakness and fear, in my intercourse with you’; or (2) with mpds tpas 

‘I arrived among you in weakness and fear.’ There is the same 

ambiguity of construction in 1 Thess. i. 5 (see the note on that passage). 

Here probably the former is the preferable construction, not only as 

being the more usual, but also as better suited to the context. 

4. éyos, KYpvypa] are not to be distinguished as his private and 
public instruction respectively: nor yet exactly as the form and the 

matter of his preaching; though the latter is not far from the right 

distinction, While xjpuyua (not ‘my preaching’ as E.V., which would be 

kypvéis, see on i. 21) signifies the facts of the Gospel, e.g. the Incarnation, 

Crucifixion, Resurrection etc.; Adyos is the teaching built upon this, 

whether in the way of exhortation or of instruction. 

meWois] ‘ Zersuasive, plausible.” The word weeds, which is equivalent 

to m@aves, is not found elsewhere in Greek literature, but was probably a 
colloquial form. Thus the word unconsciously illustrates the very fact 

which the Apostle states. It is formed on the analogy of deidos (from 

deidopac), which is apparently found only in the comic writers, Booxdés from 

Bécke, etc. Eusebius and Origen (though not consistently) quote the 

passage év mevOot copias Adyov, and so apparently do some versions. On 

metOos see the references in Meyer, also Lobeck Phryn. p. 434, Winer 

§xvi. p. 119. The whole expression includes both the rhetorical (Adyors) 

and the philosophical (codias) element, the two together producing etd 
(SO ver. I Umepoxt) Adyou fj codias). The received text inserts dvépwmivys 

before copias without sufficient authority. 
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évy dmwoSelfer «.7.A.] Here dddeés ‘demonstration’ is opposed to 
mevde (in mebois) ‘plausibility’; and mvedua kat divayis to Aoyou codias. 
Of these last, rvedpua is opposed to Adyos as the inward spirit to the mere 

superficial expression; and dvvayis to copia as moral power to intel- 

lectual subtlety. Avyvayss is not to be taken in the sense of ‘ miracle- 

working.’ There is the same opposition, and in very similar language, in 

1 Thess. i. 5 TO evayyéAtov ruay ovk éyeriOn eis dpas év Neyo pdvov, dAAd 

kal év Suvdper kal év mvedpare dyi@ Kal mAnpoopia modAj. 
It is questioned whether mvevparos cai Ouvdpews is a subjective or an 

objective genitive, i.e. whether it is ‘the demonstration which comes of 

spirit and of power,’ or ‘the demonstration which exhibits spirit and 

power.’ The former is the more probable meaning ; both because the 

form of the substantive dmddeés (a drag Neyouevoy in the N.T.) rather 

points to this, and also (which is a stronger reason) because the paral- 
lelism with codias Acyots seems to require it. 

Weare reminded by these words of the criticism of Longinus (Fragment 

1. ed. Weiske p. 113), who describes St Paul as mpérov...rpoicrdjevov 

Odyparos dvamodeixrov. It was moral, not verbal, demonstration at which 

he aimed. See Loesner Oés. p. 363 on Col. ii. 1, and compare the 

expression of Ignatius (Rom. § 3) od mesopovijs 76 epyov GAAG peyébous K.r.d. 

5. &v copla dvOpdrwv] The preposition denotes the object of their 
faith, ‘that your faith may not repose in the wisdom of men.’ For this 

use of iors with év compare Rom. iii. 25 dua wicrews év TG avrod aipart, 
Gal. ili, 26, Eph. i. 15, 1 Tim. iii. 13, 2 Tim. i. 13, iii. 15. 

The true and the false wisdom, The former ts spiritually 

discerned (ii. 6—16). 

6. ‘Though we eschew the wisdom of men, yet we have a wisdom of 

our own which we communicate with the perfect.’ For the manner in 

which the word godéa is taken up here, compare Adyos in i. 17, 18 ov év 

copia Aoyou...6 Aéyos yap 6 Tov oravpod K.T.A. 

év rots redelos] TéAetos is properly that of which the parts are fully 

developed, as distinguished from 6Aé«Anpos, that in which none of the 

parts are wanting. See James i. 4 where the words occur, Trench WV. 7. 

Syn. §xxii. p. 748q, and the passages quoted on 1 Thess. v. 23. Hence 
it signifies ‘full-grown,’ and accordingly réAews is used by St Paul as 

opposed to vimos or maidia, though in a moral sense as réAeton €v Xpiorg. 
Compare xiv. 20 rj kaxig vnmidgere, Tais 5€ pect rédevoe ‘yiveode, Eph. iv. 

13, Phil. iii. 15, Heb. v. 14. That it is used in this sense here will appear 
also from iii. 1 és vnmiow év Xpiorg. The distinction is somewhat the 

same as that which St John makes, dividing his hearers into warépes and 

veavioxor or maidia (I Joh, ii, 13, 14). Pythagoras also is said to have 

distinguished his disciples as réAecos and yymtou. 
But besides this meaning of ‘ full development,’ the term here most 
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probably bears the collateral sense of ‘initiated’ according to its classical 

usage, illustrating éy puornpip below. See this side of the question 

treated fully in the notes on Col. i. 28 8:ddoKovres wavra GvOpwmroy év macy 
codig va rapactiowper mdvra dvOpwmoy rédeov ev Xpior@, a passage where, 

as here, both pvorjpiov and codia occur in the context. 
These words have been the subject of much dispute. On the one 

hand they have been adduced to justify the distinction of an exoteric 

and an esoteric doctrine, as though there were certain secrets withheld 

from the generality. This idea of a higher and a lower teaching seems 

early to have gained ground even among orthodox writers, and Clement 

of Alexandria (Eus. H.£. v. 11) especially says that Christ communicated 

the inner yvdous to a few chosen disciples. This distinction became the 
starting-point of Gnosticism : see Lechler AZ. Zez¢. p. 500 and note on Col, 

lc. The difference between yvaous and codia is discussed on Col. ii. 3. 

On the other hand several modern commentators, seeing how entirely 

opposed this system of religious castes is to the genius of Christianity 

and to the teaching of St Paul elsewhere, have avoided any semblance of 

it here, by putting a forced construction on the passage codiav Aahotpev 

év trois Tedelous ‘we teach a doctrine which is wisdom in the judgment of 

the perfect.’ But to say nothing of the harshness of this construction, it 

is clear from the whole context, especially iii. 1, 2, that St Paul. was 

speaking of an actual distinction in the teaching addressed to the less 

and the more advanced believer. What is implied by the contrast 

between ‘babes’ and ‘grown men’ may be seen from iii. 1. It is the 

distinction of less or greater spirituality. What is meant by the codia 

may be gathered from a comparison of St Paul's earlier with his later 

Epistles. The codia will involve especially the ampler teaching as to the 

Person of Christ and the eternal purpose of God. Such ‘wisdom’ we 
have in the Epistles to the Ephesians and Colossians especially, and in a 

less degree in the Epistle to the Romans. This ‘wisdom’ is discerned 

in the Gospel of St John, as compared with the other Evangelists. 

Compare the note on yadda ot Bpdua (iii. 2). 

Tv apXévTev Tot aldvos Tobrov] i.e. the great men of this world, as the 

whole context seems imperatively to demand; the princes whether in 

intellect or in power or in rank, so that of dpxovres x.7.A. would include 

the codoi, duvaroi, evyeveis of i. 26. See further the note on ver. 8. 

On the other hand some of the fathers (e.g. Origen Homi?. 1v. in 

Matth., 1X. in Genes.) understood it of the powers of evil, comparing 

Eph. vi. 12 mpos rots koopoxpdropas Tov oxkdrous TovTOV, mpos TA mvEeupaTLKA 

Tis movnpias év rois érouvpaviots. In this sense the Gnostics availed them- 

selves of it to support their Dualism, see Tert. adv. Marc. v.6. And it 

would almost seem as if St Ignatius were referring to this passage in 
Ephes. § 19 €daev rov apxovra rov aidvos rovrou 1 mapOevia Mapias kai 6 

ToKeros avrAs, opoiws kal 6 Odvaros rod Kupiov, tpia pvotipia Kxpavyfs, 

where however ¢daGev is probably intended as a paraphrase of ovdeis 
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TaY apxdvrav Tov aidvos ToUTOU Cyvexev (ver. 8). At all events, the meaning 

is quite out of place here ; and ‘the princes of this world’ are to be under- 

stood as great men according to the world’s estimate of greatness, 
Trav Katapyoupévev] is best explained by i. 28 ra pi Ovra va Ta Ovra 

karapyynon : i.e. who are brought to nought by the power of Christ, whose 

glory wanes before the advance of Messiah’s kingdom ; 6 aidy obdros being 
the direct opposite of 7 BaowAeia rod Xpiorod, ‘ Messiah’s kingdom’ in its 

widest sense. Compare Martyr. Vienn. c. 8 (in Routh &.S. I. p. 305) 

carapynOévray S€ rév tupayvixdy KoAaotnpioy vrs Tod Xpiorod bid THs Tay 

pakapiov dropovns. See also the note on ddfay judy in the next verse. 

7. cod coplay] is the correct order, Ocod being emphatic: ‘a wisdom 
not of this world, but of God.’ The received text has copiay Ocod on the 
slenderest authority. 

év purtnple] ‘the wisdom which consists in a mystery’ The phrase 
must be taken either (1) with codiay or (2) with Aadotpev. Perhaps the 

former is preferable. For the omission of the article see the note on 
1 Thess. i, 1 €v Oc@ warpi, and references there. If év puornpie is taken 

with AaAodper, the sense will be much the same; ‘ We speak a wisdom of 

God, while declaring a mystery.’ On the Pauline use of the word 

peornpiy, as something which would not have been known without 

revelation, and its connexion with words denoting publication (as here 
piv yap dmexddvyev 6 Oeds ver. 10) see the note on Col. i. 26. See also 
the note on 2 Thess. ii. 7: from the passage in Josephus there quoted, 

puornpiov appears to have the subordinate sense of something extra- 

ordinary and portentous. 
mv droxexpuppévqv] The article is frequently placed thus between 

the substantive and the accompanying adjective or participle when it is 

intended to give a definite reference to an indefinite statement. ‘A 

wisdom of God, that wisdom I mean, which was etc.’ Compare Gal. iii. 

21 vépos 6 Suvduevos, with the note. 
fv mpodpicev] ‘which God foreordained’; absolutely. It is not 

necessary to understand dzoxadvya: or any word of the kind. The 

copia Geod is the scheme of redemption. 
els Séfav vpdv] i.e. the glory of inward enlightenment as well as of 

outward exaltation; for the word d0£a (like BaowAela rod cod) involves 

the complex idea. Compare 2 Cor. ili. 8—18. Here there is an opposi- 
tion between ddofav yay and rév dpyovtwy Tod aidvos TovTou, Tay Katapyou- 
pévov, ‘Our glory increases, while their glory wanes.’ This use of 

xarapyetoGa in connexion with ddéa is illustrated by the passage from 

2 Corinthians already referred to, and by 2 Thess. ii. 8 xarapyjoe rq 

énupaveia Tis mapovaias avrod (where see the notes). 
8. Av] i.e. copiay. 

eyvaxev] ‘hath discerned, 
trav Kipwoy...éoratpwrav] As types and representatives of the princes 

of this world, St Paul takes the Jewish and heathen rulers who crucified 
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the Lord (comp. Acts iv. 27). Yet the rebuke is not confined to these; 
and he rightly says ov8els rév dpyévrey, for all alike who oppose them- 

selves to the spread of the Gospel, all the princes of this world, as such, 

do in a certain sense ‘crucify the Lord afresh’ (Heb. vi. 6). 

rijs 86ys] The contrast present to the Apostle’s mind is that between 

the shame of the Cross (Heb. xii. 2) and the glory of the Crucified, 

between the ignominy which they seemed to be inflicting on Him and 

the honour which was intrinsically His. 

g. GAA KaOds yéypamrar] ‘but it has come to pass according to the 
words of Scripture.’ The sentence is elliptical, For an exact parallel in 

form see Rom. xv. 3, and compare the note on 1 Cor. i. 31. 

& é0arpds «.7.A.] The composition of the sentence is somewhat 

loose. Like 1 Tim. iii. 16 ds éfavepwOy x.r.d. it begins with a relative, so 
that the construction is broken. The grammar also is irregular, a being 

the accusative after cidey and #xovcev, and the nominative to avéBn; and 

Soa (the correct reading for the second a of the received text) in apposi- 
tion with d Another construction is proposed which makes jpiv 8 

dmexdduwev (ver. 10) the apodosis, introduced by the particle $¢; but this, 

even if yap is not to be read for dé, seems not to be after St Paul’s 

manner, being too elaborate and indeed requiring raira 6€ jyiv. The 

whole of verse Io is best considered to be the Apostle’s own addition to 

the quotation. For dvé8n émi thy xapdiay, a Hebrew expression (nby 

By) by), see Acts vii. 23, Jerem. iii. 16, xliv. 21, li. 50. 

The distinction here is between things perceived by the senses, and 

things apprehended by the understanding. Compare the lines of Empe- 

docles otras ovr’ émidepera ra dvdpdow, ovr’ émaxovard, ovre vow Tepi- 

Anwra in Sext. Empir. adv. Math. vii. 123 (Ritter and Preller, p. 126). 
The quotation, the words of which are not found in the existing text 

of the Old Testament, is generally considered to be a combination of 

Is. lxiv. 4, which runs in the LXX. do rov aidvos ovx jeovoapev ovde of 

bpbarpol rudy eidov Gedy TARY Got Kal Ta Epya God, a moWNTeELs Tois mopévov- 

ow €deor, but more nearly in the Hebrew, ‘From eternity they have not 

heard, they have not hearkened, neither hath eye seen a god [or ‘O 

God’] save thee (who) worketh [or ‘(what) He shall do’] to him that 

awaiteth Him’ (see Delitzsch ad Zoc.), and Is. Ixv. 16, 17 ove dvaBjoera 

avray emt thy xapdiav...od yi éreAOn avray emt tiv Kapdiav. The passage, if 

we may trust St Jerome, occurred as given by St Paul, both in the 

Ascension of Isaiah and in the Agocalypse of Elias (Hieron. ix Js. lxiv. 4, 

Iv. p. 761; Prol. in Gen. 1X. p. 3). And Origen, zz Matth. xxvii. 9 

(III. p. 916), says that St Paul quotes from the latter, ‘In nullo regulari 

libro hoc positum invenitur, nisi (e py, ‘but only’) in Secretis Eliae 

prophetae.’ This assertion is repeated also by later writers (see Fabricius 

Cod. Ps. V. T. 1. p. 1073) doubtless from Origen, but combated by 

Jerome (ll. cc. and £pisz. Ivii. § 9, 1. p. 314), who refers the quotation to 

Is. lxiv. 4. There does not seem any reason for doubting that the 
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quotation occurs as Origen states, especially as Jerome, making a savage 
onslaught on this opinion, tacitly allows the fact; see more below. If it 
could be shown that these apocryphal books were prior to St Paul, this 
solution would be the most probable; but they would appear to have 
been produced by some Christian sectarians of the second century, for 

Jerome terms them ‘Iberae naeniae’ and connects them with the 
Basilideans and other Gnostics who abounded in Spain (Il. cc.; see also 

c. Vigil. 1. p. 393, and comp. Fabricius, p. 1093 sq.). If so, they 

incorporated the quotation of St Paul, as also another missing quotation 

(Eph. v. 14, see below), in order to give verisimilitude and currency to 

their forgeries. At all events both these works appear from the extant 

remains to have been Christian. For the Agocalypse of Elias see 
Epiphan. Haer. xlii. (p. 372), who says that the quotation in Eph, v. 14 

(which is obviously Christian) was found there; and for the Ascension of 

Isaiah, this same father Haer. lxvii. 3 (p. 712), where he quotes a passage 

referring to the Trinity. Indeed there is every reason to believe that the 

work known to Epiphanius and several other fathers under this name, is 

the same with the Ascension and Vision of Isaiah published first by 

Laurence in an /£thiopic Version and subsequently by Gieseler in a 

Latin. The two versions represent different recensions ; and the passage 

‘Eye hath not seen, etc.’ appears in the Latin (xi. 34) but not in the 

Ethiopic (see Jolowicz Himmelfahrt u. Vision des propheten Tesaia, 

p. 90, Leipzig, 1854). The Latin recension therefore must have been in 
the hands of Jerome ; though this very quotation seems to show clearly 

that the Athiopic more nearly represents the original form of the work 

(see Liicke Offenbarung d. Johannes, p. 179 sq.). Both recensions alike 

are distinctly Christian. 

Still in favour of Jerome’s view it may be said that St Paul’s quota- 

tions are often very free as e.g. in i. 31, and that there is no instance in 

St Paul of a quotation from an apocryphal writing being introduced by 

xaas yéypanrat. The quotation from a Christian hymn in Eph. v. 14 is 

introduced by Aéye:, which is quite general. It is just possible moreover 

that some Greek version, with which St Paul was acquainted, gave a 

different rendering from the LXx. and more resembling the quotation in 

the text. 

It is at least remarkable that St Clement of Rome (§ 34) gives the 

quotation in almost the same words, though approaching somewhat 

nearer to the LXx. He reads rots vmopévovew adrov for St Paul’s rots 

dyaréow avrov, and is followed by the Martyr. Polyc. § 2 dvéBdemov ra 
THpovpeva Trois vropeivaow ayaa, & ovre ots HKovcev, ote opOadpos cider, 
ovre emt xapdiav dvOpwmov avéBn, passages which seem to suggest an 
original lying somewhere between the present LXX. rendering in Isaiah, 

and the quotation of St Paul, though nearer to the latter. In the other 

places where the quotation occurs, 2 [Clem.] §§ 11, 14, Clem. Ep, ad Virg. 

i. 9, it does not reach the point where Clement and St Paul diverge. 

L. EP. 12 
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An additional interest attaches to this passage from the words 

ascribed to Hegesippus in a passage of Stephanus Gobarus ap. Photius 
Bibl, 232 (see Routh &. S. 1. 219), who after quoting this passage says 
‘Hyfourmos pévrot, dpxaids te dvyp Kal drocrohixés, €v TO mépmT@ Tay 

Umopmpdrav ovk ofS & re Kal mabey padrny per eipjodat ravra déyer, Kal 
karaweddeobar rods raira papévous ray re Ociwv ypapar kal rod kupiov Aeydvros, 

Maxdpiot of dpOadpol tuav of BAémovres, kal ra dra vpay Ta dxovovra kat 

é&js. Stephanus seems to regard this (at least Baur and Schwegler do so) 

as an attack on St Paul and a proof that Hegesippus was an Ebionite ; 

but he has probably misunderstood the drift of Hegesippus’ words. 

Hegesippus was attacking, not the passage itself, but the application 

which was made of it by certain Gnostics, who alleged it in support of an 

esoteric doctrine (see Routh #. S. 1. p. 281 and Galatians p. 334). We 

know from Hippolytus (Haer. v. 24, 26, 27, vi. 24) that it was a favourite 

text with these heretics and that the Justinians even introduced it 

into their formula of initiation. Perhaps the Revelation of Elias may 

have been an early Gnostic work itself, and embodied this quotation 
from St Paul for doctrinal purposes. In favour of this view, it may be 

remarked that Hegesippus elsewhere (af. Euseb. AH. E£. iii. 32) in 

attacking the Gnostic heresy avails himself of St Paul’s own words 
Wevdavupos yrdors (1 Tim. vi. 20), and seems to have commended the 

Epistle of Clement and to have been satisfied with the orthodoxy of the 
Corinthian Church (Euseb. H. £. iv. 22, comp. iii. 16). 

10. piv] ‘Zo us who believe’; not to the Apostles specially, but to 
believers generally. 

daexddvipev 6 @eds] This order is perhaps better than that of the 

received text 6 Oeds dex. and is strongly supported (SABCD). The 

‘revelation’ is the emphatic idea in the sentence. The aorist (dmexd- 

Avev) is on a par with many aorists in St Paul. Its force is, ‘revealed 

it to us when we were admitted into the Church, when we were baptized.’ 

"AmoxdAvyis implies an extraordinary revelation, while davépwars is the 

general term, including e.g. the revelation of God in nature. 

7d yap Tvedpa] i.e. the Spirit of God givento us. If we know the things 
of God, it is only by His Spirit dwelling in us. See Rom. viii. 9—27, 

where the same idea occurs in several forms and with several applications. 
kal ra BdOn] ‘even the depths, which are manifold, the plural being 

stronger than the singular. On the other hand we have ra Baééa rod 
Sarava (Apoc. ii. 24). 

11, ‘For as a man’s self-consciousness reveals man’s nature to him, 

so it can be nothing else but the Spirit of God dwelling in him which 
reveals to him the nature and dealings of God.’ Ta rod dv@pdmov are ‘the 
things of man’ generally, of human nature. The emphatic repetition of 

avOpdreav, avOpdmov, avOpdmov and of Geov, Geov is intended to enforce 
the contrasts. 

%yvoxev] is the correct reading for the second ofdey of the received 



IL. 12.] FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. 179 

text, The words are carefully chosen. Oidev ‘knoweth’ denotes direct 

knowledge, while ¢yvwxev ‘discerneth’ involves more or less the idea 

of a process of attainment. Compare e.g. 1 Joh. ii. 29 éay eidfre dre 

Sixaids dori, ywookere OTL was 6 ToLaY THY Sikaoovyyny e& avToU yeyévyynrat, 
where ywooxere implies an inference. In this passage the distinction 

is not so marked, but the éyvwxey seems to place ra row Gcod a degree 

more out of reach than oiSev does ra rod dvOpdmov. Compare also 
2 Cor. v. 16, and see for ywooxew the notes on Gal. iii. 7, iv. 9, for 

eidevae 1 Thess. v. 12. 

The examination of the passages, where the two words are found 

in the First Epistle of St John, shows most clearly that they were 

employed with the same precision of meaning as in the classical age. 
While oi8a is simple and absolute, yweee is relative, involving more or 

less the idea of a process of examination. Thus while ofda is used of the 

knowledge of the facts and propositions in themselves, yivdoxw implies 

reference to something else, and gives prominence to either the acquisi- 

tion of the knowledge or the knowledge of a thing in its bearings. It 

surely cannot be by chance, that where St John wishes to place in 

bold relief the fundamental facts of our religious conviction in and by 

themselves, he uses oida (see ii. 20, 21, ili. 2, 5, 14, 15, and especially 

v. 18, 19, 20); that where he speaks of our knowledge not as direct but as 

derived from something prior to it, he almost always employs ywacka, 

both in the phrase ev rovr@ ywdoxew, which occurs repeatedly (ii. 3, 5, 

iil. 19, 24, iv. 2, 13, v. 2, cf. iii, 16 é» rovr@ éyvdkayev: not once éy 

ror eidévat), and in other expressions (ii. 18 dev yuwdoxoper, ili. 1 
od yuwdoner jpas dr., iv. 6 ek rovrov ywookoper, cf. iv. 7, 8); and that 

when the two words ywoéoxew and eidéva: are found together, as in the 
passage already quoted (comp. John xxi. 17, Eph. v. 5), they stand to 

each other in the, relation which the distinction given above would lead 

us to expect. If there are also passages in which the difference of 

meaning is not so plain, the induction seems still to be sufficiently large 

to establish the facts. 

odSels...cl py] i.e. ‘no man, as man, knoweth, but only the Spirit of 

God.’ Ovéeis (sc. dvOpdmav) as ris dvOpdmwv above. For this use of 

ei pi) (eav py) see on Gal. i. 7, 19, ii. 16. 

+d mveipa Tov @eov] Not 7d rveipa rb ev avrg according to the analogy 

of the preceding part of the verse; for though the spirit of man is in 

him, a similar expression would not correctly apply to the Spirit of God. 

This change of phraseology may be regarded as a caution to us not 

to press the analogy beyond the point to illustrate which it was intro- 

duced. It may be true that the spirit of man takes cognizance of the 

things of man, just as the Spirit of God does of the things of God ; but it 
does not follow that the spirit of man has the same relation to man as the 

Spirit of God has to God. 
12. pets 88] ‘Sut we received not the spirit of the world, but the Spirit 

I12—2 
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which cometh from God. ‘Hyeis includes the believers generally, but 
refers especially to the Apostles, as Paul and Apollos: for the reference 

is mainly to the teachers in the following verse. 

rd Trvedpa, Tod Korpov] The interpretation of this expression will depend 

on the view taken of ray dpyévrwy Tov aidvos rovrov (ver. 6); see the note 

there. It seems therefore to be simply the spirit of human wisdom, of 

the world as alienated from God. 

AdBopev] ‘vecedved, i.e. when we were admitted to the fold of 

Christ. The aorist ra yapirOévra below refers to the same time. St Paul 

regards the gift as ideally summed up when he and they were included in 

the Christian Church, though it is true that the Spirit is received 

constantly. 

ta elSdpev «.7.d.] ie. ‘that we may be conscious of, may realize the 

spiritual blessings and hopes conferred upon us.’ For this sense of 

eidévat see ii, 2 and the note on 1 Thess. v. 12. Here ra yaptodévra will 

include miraculous gifts; but, like ydpiopa itself, the expression extends 

to all blessings conferred by the Gospel. See i. 7 above. 

13. ‘Nor do we keep this knowledge to ourselves. As it is revealed 

to us, so also (kai) do we communicate it to others. And the manner of 

our communication is in accordance with the matter. Spiritual truths 

are expressed in spiritual language.’ The expression a kal Aadovper is in 

a measure corrective of any impression which might have been left by 

the foregoing words, that the mysteries of the Gospel were the exclusive 

property of a few. The emphatic word in the sentence is Aadodpep, 

as the order shows; and the mention of the manner of communication 

(ove év &i8akrois x.7.A.) is quite subordinate. 

coptas] is the genitive governed by d:daxrois, as the form of the 

ellipsis in the corresponding clause ev d:8axrois mvevparos shows. Com- 

pare John vi. 45 (from Is. liv. 13) mdvres Sidaxrot Geod, This construc- 

tion of the genitive with verbal adjectives of passive force is in 
classical Greek confined to poetry ; e.g. Soph. Electra 343 dmavra yap oot 

tdpa vovOernpara keivns diSaxrd, Pind. OZ. ix. 152 (100) didaxrais avOpdrav 

dperais. 

‘There is no display of human rhetoric in our preaching. The 

language, no less than the matter, is inspired.’ Indeed the notion of a 

verbal inspiration in a certain sense is involved in the very conception of 
an inspiration at all, because words are at once the instruments of 

carrying on and the means of expressing ideas, so that the words must 

both lead and follow the thought. But the passage gives no coun- 

tenance to the popular doctrine of verbal inspiration, whether right or 

wrong. 
TVEeupaTiKols TrvevpaTKG cvyKplvovTes] ‘combining the spiritual with the 

spiritual, i.e. applying spiritual methods to explain spiritual truths. It is 

excellently explained by Theod. Mops. here : dca rév rod mvetparos drodei- 

Leap tiv Tod mvedparos didacKadiay mictovpeda, This is the proper meaning 



II. 15.) FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. 181 

of cvyxpiveww ‘to combine,’ as dvaxpivery is ‘to separate.’ Zvyxpivery, it is true, 

sometimes gets the sense of ‘comparing,’ as in 2 Cor. x. 12 ; but it does not 

suit the context here, whether explained, as by Chrysostom and others, of 

comparing the types of the Old Testament with the tidings of the New, or 
more generally. Others again, taking mvevyarixois to be masculine, trans- 

late it ‘explaining spiritual things to spiritual men,’ Against this it may be 

urged, (1) that though ovyxpivew is frequently used of interpreting dreams, 

(cf. Gen. xl. 8, 22, xli. 12, Dan. v. 12), yet the leading notion which it 

involves is that of ‘finding out,’ ‘comparing’ the phenomena of the dream 

with the phenomena of common life (so xpivew, éyxpivew are used of 

dreams), which notion is out of place here : (2) the combination mvevpari- 

kois mvevparixa points to the neuter gender, as otherwise we should rather 

expect mveupatixad Trois mvevparixois : (3) the dative is naturally governed 

by the ody of cuyxpivorres, and (4) the qualifications of the recipient seem 

to be introduced first in the following verse by yuxrxos dé. 
14. ‘Though we communicate our knowledge freely, yet being, as I 

said, spiritual—spiritual in form as well as in matter—it addresses itself 

only to spiritual hearers, and therefore the natural man is excluded from 

it.’ The verse is connected with ver. 12, and St Paul comes round to the 

subject of ver. 6 once more. 
Wouxids] ‘the natural man; as opposed to mvevparixds, and closely 

allied to wapxixos. See note on 1 Thess. v. 23, where the triple division 

of man’s nature into odua, Wuxy, and mvedya is discussed. 

ov Séxerar] ‘resects,’ ‘does not receive’; not ‘is incapable of’ (a strictly 

classical usage of Séyec6ae which would be expressed in the N. T. by od 

xepei). The meaning which I have given is the universal sense of 
déxec6a: in the New Testament and is moreover better suited to the 
explanation pwpia yap «.r.X., which includes more than the incapacity of 

the hearer, and implies a disinclination also. 

Srv mvevparikas dvaxplverar] ‘for they’ (sc. ra Tov mvevparos) ‘are 

spiritually discerned, i.e. the investigation is a spiritual process. This 

is an explanation of the whole sentence from pwpia...yvavar, and not of 
the latter clause only. 

15. ‘On the other hand, the spiritual man is placed on a vantage- 

ground. He can survey and duly estimate the relative proportion of all 

things. He has a standard by which to measure others, but they have no 

standard which they can apply to him.’ 

dvaxplve. piv wdvra] ‘examineth, ‘ sifteth everything, e.g. in the matter 

of meats or of the observance of days. In any case the same translation 

of the verb ought to have been preserved in the English version here, as 

in ver. 14. The leading idea of dvaxpivew is that of examination, investi- 

gation, sifting, while xpivew implies more prominently the pronouncing a 
verdict. The word adopted by the A. V. as an equivalent is unfortunate ; 

for, besides being a mistranslation of dvaxpiverat, it is quite untrue in fact to 

say that the spiritual man ‘is judged by no one.’ So Um’ oddevds dvaxpive- 



182 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS, {II. x5. 

rat means ‘he is a riddle to the natural man ; they can make nothing out 

of him, cannot bring him to book at all.’ 

“St Paul especially delights to accumulate” the compounds of xpivew, 

“and thus by harping upon words (if I may use the expression) to empha- 

size great spiritual truths or important personal experiences. Thus, he 

puts together cvyxpivew, dvaxpivew” here, “xpivew, dvaxpivew, 1 Cor. iv. 3, 

43 éyxpivew, ovyxpivew, 2 Cor. x. 123 Kpivew, Staxpivew, 1 Cor. vi. 1-6; 

kpivew, Staxpiverv, xaraxpivew, Rom. xiv. 22, 23, 1 Cor. xi. 29, 31, 323 

kpivew, karaxpiverr, Rom. ii. 1. Now it seems impossible in most cases, 

without a sacrifice of English which no one would be prepared to make, 

to reproduce the similarity of sound or the identity of root; but the 

distinction of sense should always be preserved. How this is neglected 

in our English version, and what confusion ensues from this neglect, the 

following instances will show. In 1 Cor. iv. 3, 4, 5, the word dvaxpivery is 

translated throughout ‘judge’; while in 1 Cor. ii. 14, 15, it is rendered 

indifferently ‘to discern’ and ‘to judge.’ But dvaxpivew is neither ‘to 

judge,’ which is xpive, nor ‘to discern,’ which is Scaxpiver; but ‘to 

examine, investigate, enquire into, question,’ as it is rightly translated 

elsewhere, e.g. 1 Cor. ix. 3, x. 25,27; and the correct understanding of 

1 Cor. iv. 3, 4, 5 depends on our retaining this sense. The dvaxpuors, it 

will be remembered, was an Athenian law term for a preliminary investi- 

gation (distinct from the actual xpiois or trial), in which evidence was 

collected and the prisoner committed for trial, if a true bill was found 

against him. It corresponded in short mztatzs mutandis to the part 

taken in English law proceedings by the grand jury. And this is sub- 

stantially the force of the word here. The Apostle condemns all these 

impatient human raejudicia, these unauthorised dvaxpices, which 

anticipate the final xpiovs, reserving his case for the great tribunal where 

at length all the evidence will be forthcoming and a satisfactory verdict 

can be given. Meanwhile this process of gathering evidence has begun ; 

an dvdkpiots is indeed being held, not howéver by these self-appointed 

magistrates, but by One who alone has the authority to institute the 

enquiry, and the ability to sift the facts (6 5€ dvaxpivwy we Kips éorwy). 

Of this half-technical sense of the word the New Testament itself 

furnishes a good example. The examination of St Paul before Festus is 

both in name and in fact an dvaxpsows. The Roman procurator explains 
to Agrippa how he had directed the prisoner to be brought into court 
(rpoyyayov adroy) in order that, having held the preliminary enquiry 

usual in such cases (rns dvaxpicews yevouérns), he might be able to lay the 

case before the Emperor (Acts xxv. 26). Again, in 1 Cor. xiv. 24 dvaxpiverat 

vio mavrey, the sense required is clearly ‘sifting, probing, revealing,’ and 
the rendering of our translators ‘he is judged of all’ introduces an idea 

alien to the passage.” On a Fresh Revision of the English N. T. 

p. 69 sq. (3rd edit.). 

awdvta] The article should be omitted, but the omission does not 
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affect the sense, because mavra must still be taken as neuter. Ta méyra 

would express with slightly increased force the comprehensiveness of the 

spiritual man. ‘All things whatsoever—even those out of his own sphere— 
not mvevparcxa Only but yuxexa also.’ 

16. ‘For the mind in us is the mind of the Lord. Our spirits are 

one with His spirit : and we have Scriptural authority for saying that no 

one can penetrate and understand the mind of the Lord.’ 

tls yap éyvw «.r.d.] ‘for who hath perceived or apprehended etc.” From 

the Lxx. of Is. xl. 13 ris éyv@ votv Kupiov; kal ris avrov atpBovdos éyévero, 
ds cuphiBG adrov; The middle clause is omitted in the quotation as being 

somewhat foreign to St Paul’s purpose. On the other hand, in Rom. xi. 

34, where the same quotation occurs, the first two clauses appear and not 

the third, as they bear on his argument there. 

vowv Kuptov] For the distinction between wvetua and voids see Usteri 

Paul. Lehrb. p. 384. In aman there might be an opposition between the 
vous and the mvetpa (1 Cor. xiv. 14), but in God the vods would be identical 

with, or at least in perfect accordance with, the mvedpya. It should be 

observed also that the original here translated yody is N11 which is the 

common word for wvetpa. Compare 1 Esdr. ii. 9, where éyeipew rov voov 

is equivalent to éyeipew ro mvevua of the preceding verse. Thus vots was 

the familiar form in the ears of his hearers owing to the influence of the 

LXX. 
&s cupPiBdore] ‘so that he shall instruct him. Compare Matth. Gr. Gr. 

§ 479, Obs. I.- 

SupBiBaew in classical Greek generally means ‘to put together so as 

to draw an inference from, to conclude’; but here it is ‘to instruct,’ the 

sense which it usually bears in the LXx., where it occurs frequently. It 

thus represents the classical éuSiBacew. 

votv Xpiorod] equivalent to the vovy Kupiov of the preceding verse. 

The ‘Spirit of God’ and the ‘ Spirit of Christ’ are convertible terms here 
as in Rom. viii. 9 elep mveiipa Ocod oixel ev vpiv, ef O€ Tis mvedpa Xpiorot 
od exer x.r.A. (cf. Gal. iv. 6). And the substitution of Xpsorot for Kuptov 

in this passage and for @eod in the Romans has the same point: it 

suggests a practical test. ‘Ask yourselves whether the mind of Christ is 

in you.’ (Compare Phil. ii. 5.) 



CHAPTER III 

The Corinthians incapable of discerning the wisdom of God (iii. 1—3). 

1. The manner in which his readers are brought round after a long 

digression to their dissensions is characteristic of St Paul. One topic 

suggests another and he seems entirely to have lost sight of their subject : 

till accidentally, as one might say, the course of thought brings him 

within the range of its attraction, and he flies back to it at once. Thus 

the mention of party watchwords (in i. 12) leads him to speak of his 

abstaining from baptizing. He was sent not to baptize but to preach. 

What was the nature of his preaching? It was foolishness in the sight 

of the world. Yet it contained the truest wisdom. This wisdom however 

could not be revealed in all its depths, save to the spiritual. ‘But ye are 

not spiritual, so long as these dissensions last.’ And so he comes back to 

what he left. 

kaya] ‘And I, individually, was subject to the prohibition implied in 

the general rule of ii. 6, copiav Aadotper év rois reXelors. I was obliged to 

withhold from you the treasures of wisdom, which I possessed in myself.’ 

capk(vots] Unquestionably the reading here, as oapkixot in ver. 3 

where it occurs twice. Considering the strong tendency to alter one or 

other word for the sake of conformity, the consistency of the MSS. is the 

more remarkable and must decide the readings. 

Zdpkwos is ‘ fleshy, made of flesh,’ ‘carneus’ ; while capxckés is ‘ fleshly, 

partaking of the characteristics of flesh, associated with flesh,’ ‘carnalis,’ 

Hence capkixds is scarcely a classical word, because the idea is not 

classical. As an illustration of the difference of meaning in the two 
terminations -cxos and -tvos, compare 76 Sepparixoy ‘the tax on hides’ with 

Sepparivov, which could mean nothing else but ‘made of hides.’ On these 

terminations cf. Matth. Gr. Gr. § 108, 110, Meyer’s reff. ad Joc. and Buttm. 

119. II, Fritzsche ad Rom. Il. p. 46. The proper meaning of cdpxwos 

is seen in 2 Cor. iii. 3 ovk ev wdaklv AcOivats GAN ev TAGE Kapdiats capkivats, 

and that of capxexés in 1 Cor. ix. 11 ef jpeis vuiv ra mvevpatica éomeipaper, 

péya ef jets Uuaoy Ta capkixa Gepioopuer (cf. Rom. xv. 27), in neither of which 

passages there is a various reading, and in neither of which the other 
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word would be suitable. In Heb. vii. 16, though we should expect capxexis, 
the vopos évroAqs capxivns is intelligible because the commandment was, 
as it were, a part of the flesh, and thus of hereditary descent from the 

body of Aaron. See also Rom. vii. 14, where odpxivos is certainly right. 

ds capktvors] ‘to men of flesh” For the vigour of the expression 

compare Matt. xvi. 17 oap& kai aia ovx dmexaduérv oot. While odpxwos 

here points rather to their original nature when St Paul first preached to 

them, capxixol (ver. 3) expresses their moral tendencies, their hankerings, 

even after their conversion, and implies more of a rebuke, though the less 

strong word in itself. 

vyrlous év Xpior] the opposite to which is réAetos ev Xpior@, Col. i. 28. 
See note on réAevos ii. 6. 

2. yada, ot Bpdpa] Apparently a favourite image with the Rabbinical 
teachers, who styled their scholars ‘sugentes’ or ‘lactentes’ (see Wetst 

on I Pet. ii. 2). Compare Heb. v. 12 sq. yeydvare xpeiav €yovres yadakros, 

od otepeds tpopis’ was yap 6 pereydy ydAakros, dretpos Adyou Sixatoouyns* 

vytios yap €or" Tedeiwy dé eaorw 7 aTepea Tpopy, where the resemblances 
are so close as to suggest that the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews 

had seen this Epistle and 1 Pet. ii. 2, The metaphor however was a 

common one at this time, see Philo de Agricul. § 2, 1. p. 301 (ed. Mangey), 

émet O€ vnrriow pev ots yada tpody, Tedetors Oe Ta €k wupay méppara, Pinytus 

ap. Routh RS. 1. p. 184. 

érética, od Bpdpa] For the zeugma compare Hesiod, Zheog. 640 
véxrap t apSpociny Te, Ta mep Oeot adrol €dovar, Luke i. 64. 

@&ivacde] is probably to be taken absolutely here, ‘for ye were not 

strong enough,’ a sense in which it appears to be not infrequently used in 

the LXX., e.g. Jerem. v. 4, xxxviii. 5, Ps, cxxviii. 2. 

adX’] ‘Why should I say ye were not strong enough ; nay ye are not 

strong enough even now’; for dddd in this sense cf. Winer G~». § liii. 

P. 551 Sq. 
od8t er. viv] An interval of about five years had elapsed since St Paul 

first visited them. He seems to make no allusion here to his second 

visit, which was probably of short duration, and in which he had few 

opportunities of instructing them. 

We are led to enquire what teaching St Paul signified by yada and 

Bpdpa respectively. Obviously the doctrine of Christ crucified belonged 
to the former, as he himself says that he made the preaching of this his 

sole object on this occasion (ii. 3). This was the basis of his teaching. 

The best comment on this passage is furnished by Heb. v. 11—vi. 2, 

where the writer, laying down the same distinction between yadda and 

oreped Tpody, describes the former thus : ‘not laying again the foundation 
of repentance from dead works, and of fazth towards God, of the doctrine 

of baptisms and of laying on of hands, and of resurrection of the dead, and 
of eternal judgment. And thus the teaching of the Thessalonian Epistles, 
which does not go beyond this, may be taken as a sample of the ‘ milk’ 
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for babes. The doctrine of justification by faith, which, as lying at the 

foundation of Christian teaching, would fall under the term yada, might 

still in its more complex aspects be treated as Spepa, and so it is in the 
Epistle to the Romans. If it be asked again whether St Paul is speaking 

of doctrinal or spiritual truths, our reply is that the two cannot be 

separated in Christianity. Christianity, it is said, is a life, not a creed. It 

could be more truly called ‘a life in a creed.’ See more on this subject 

in note on godia ii. 11. 

3. mov] introduces a condition. In itself it puts the case as purely 

hypothetical, and the fulfilment of the condition here is implied from the 

context, as in 2 Pet. ii. 11. 

tidros Kal epts] ‘ (#Aos cogitatione, épis verbis, d:yooracia: opere. Sal. 

Caiil. ix. 2 Jurgia, discordias, simultates,’ Wetstein. A regular sequence : 

‘emulation’ engenders ‘strife,’ and ‘ strife’ produces ‘divisions.’ Cf. ii. 3. 

But the words kat d:yooracia: of the Textus Receptus should be omitted. 
For the terms see the notes on Gal. v. 20; and for a more complete 

sequence Clem. Rom. § 3 ¢jAos Kai POdvos, kal Epis xal ordots, Suwypos Kat 

dxaraoracia, médepos kai alypadooia (with the notes). 

It is instructive to observe how (jos has been degraded in Christian 

ethics from the high position which it holds in classical Greek as a noble 

emulation (émueikés eorw 6 ChAos Kai emecxay Arist. Rhez. ii. 11), so that it 

is most frequently used in a bad sense of quarrelsome opposition. Compare 

especially Clem. Rom. §§ 4, 5. Similar to this is the degradation of 
evtpamedla (Eph. v. 4 contrasted with Arist. Ezh. Wc. ii. 7, iv. 14) and the 

exaltation of rare:voppoovry (e.g. I Pet. v. 5 compared with Arist. (?) Ezz. 

Eudem. iii. 3 cited by Neander Pf. w. Lei. ii. p. 759). 

kara dvOpwrov]‘ with merely human motives or feelings’ : i.e. your walk 

in life conforms to a merely human standard. Compare Rom. iii. 5, 

1 Cor. xv. 32, Gal. i. 11, iii, 15. ‘The expression is confined to the 

Epistles of this group. The preposition denotes the measure or 

standard. 

(c) Paul and Apollos human instruments merely (iii. 4—23). 

4. éyd pav, erepos 88] Observe the irregular position of the particles 

pev and 8, which correspond logically though not grammatically. On the 

omission of St Peter’s name here, see the note oni. 12. 

&vOpwrrol éore] Save ye not mere men?’ ‘Is not the divine principle— 

the principle of love and unity—obliterated in you?’ The word is much 

more forcible than wapxixoi, the reading of the Textus Receptus introduced 

from ver. 3 above, and links on better with the foregoing xara dvOpwrov. 

The distinction of meaning between dvOpwmos, the lower, and dyyp, the 

higher aspect of man, would be as present to St Paul’s mind, as it would 

to that of a Greek of the classical age. See Xen. Anad. vi. 1. 26 éyo, & 
dvdpes, Hdouat pev vd vuay Tisadpevos, elep GvOpwmds etut, Philostratus Vita 
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Abpoll. i. 7. 4 rovs év rij xdpa avOpdrovs vpav dé avdpav dvrav, i. 19. "AvOpa- 

mos is equivalent to the Heb. DIN and dyjjp to WN, as in the Lxx. of 

Is. ii. 9, V. 15, xxxi. 8. 

5. rl ovv...c¢ 8] ‘Are Apollos and Paul then lords over God’s 

vintage, that you exalt them to party-leaders? No; they are but 

servants. Ti is the right reading both times, being much more emphatic 

than ris: it expresses greater disdain. ‘As though Apollos or Paul 

were anything.’ 
*AmodAds, IIathos] This, the correct order, is perhaps to be explained 

as a mark of respect to Apollos; or it may be that St Paul here, as 

elsewhere (e.g. iv. 10), picks up the last word from the preceding verse 

first—‘I am of Apollos, why what is Apollos?’ and then adds ‘and 

what is Paul?’ lest he should seem to exalt himself at the expense of 

Apollos. 

°AAN 7 must be omitted on strong external testimony, though gram- 
matically quite correct. This is one out of many instances where the 

received text enfeebles the style of St Paul, by smoothing his abrupt- 

nesses. 
Sidkovor] ‘mere servants, not leaders at all. The word is opposed to 

the Great Master (6 Kupios), Who is mentioned just below. 

8 av] i.e. the instruments only, not the objects of your faith ; ‘ per quos, 

non in quos,’ as Bengel says. Therefore do not pin your faith on them. 

émortetoate] ‘ye were converted, ye accepted the faith.’ This use of the 

aorist is common: see the note on 2 Thess. i. 10 musrevoaow. 
ékdor] The construction is xat éxacros (not émicrevoer but dinkdvet) ds 

6 Kupios wxev airg : comp. vii. 17, Rom. xii. 3. That the reference is 
here to the teachers and not to the taught, appears from the following 
words explaining the different ministrations assigned to each, ‘I planted, 
Apollos watered,’ and from éxacros below, ver. 8. 

6 Ktpuos] ‘ zhe Lord, ‘the Master of the universe and of themselves’ ; 

opposed to oi diaxovor. We have the same play upon the word, so to 
speak, in Col. iii. 22, 23, where dovAoc is opposed to rois kara capka Kupiots, 

and then immediately follows @oBovpevo. tov Kupioy and in the next 
verse again r@ Kupi@ Xpior@ SovAevere. See also Eph. vi. 5—9, Kupuos, 

which in Attic Greek is chiefly used for ‘a master’ with a technical legal 

meaning, is in the N. T. the common word rather than deomérns, which 

occurs comparatively seldom. On both words see Trench WV. 7. Syn. 
§ xxviii. 

6. éyd &bbrevoa «.7.X.] This is entirely in accordance with the 
account given in the Acts of the part taken by St Paul and Apollos 

respectively in the foundation of the Church of Corinth : Acts xviii. 1—18 
with regard to St Paul, xviii. 24—xix. 1 with regard to Apollos. 

The Fathers put a very curious interpretation upon this passage: in 
order to refer éméri{ev to baptism they applied épurevca to the work of 

educating the catechumens. Thus Gregory Nyssen c. Exunom. ii. (p. 565) 
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gurever pév did THs Katnynoews 6 dréarodos, woriler 86 Bamrifav 6 ArodAds, 
Optatus, ‘de pagano catechumenon feci: ille catechumenon baptizavit,’ 

and Petilianus af. Aug. iii. 53, and Augustine himself, Zfzs¢. 48. The 

interpretation is instructive, as showing a general fault of patristic 

exegesis, the endeavour to attach a technical sense to words in the N. T. 

which had not yet acquired this meaning. 

nigavev] Observe the change of tense from the aorist épvrevoa, 

érérivev, to the imperfect. ‘God ever gave the increase,’ this being a 

continuous and gradual process. 

7,8. The argument is as follows: ‘Paul and Apollos are nothing: 

therefore you ought not to make them lords over you (ver. 7). Again, 

Paul and Apollos are one thing: therefore they ought not to be the 

occasion of dissension among you (ver. 8).’? Every word, especially in 

these earlier chapters, is charged with meaning. 
7. &ere] is explained by dAX’ 6 Geds qvfavev. It is as if the Apostle 

had said, ‘What are the planting and watering without the principle of 

growth? Therefore you ought not to regard the planter and waterer 

etc.’ The contrast is implied in the adversative dAAd. 

torly m1] For elvai re see Gal. ii. 6, vi. 15, Acts v. 36, viii. 9. 

6 atédvav cds] ie. ra wavra éort. Notice the order: ‘but He that 
giveth the increase, which is God.’ 

8. 6 durejwv 8] The particle either marks the opposition to o 

av&avev Geos which has just preceded, or introduces the second application 

‘but again.’ 

& dow] ‘are one thing) i.e. ‘are working for one and the same end, 

are part of the same administration : and therefore ought not to be the 

cause of divisions.’ Observe how their independence is sunk in the form 

of the expression (€v). 

txaoros 8t] Here the particle is corrective : ‘though they are one, yet 

they will each severally etc.’ Just as their individuality had been ignored 

in éy eiow of the former clause, so now it is especially emphasized in this 

new aspect by éxaoros and by the repetition of rév tdi», ‘congruens 
iteratio, antitheton ad uzum’ Bengel. 

9. @eod ydp éopev cvvepyol] It is better to refer yap to the first clause 

in the preceding verse and to treat ckaoros dé...xdmoyv as parenthetical. 

‘We are a part of one great scheme, for we are fellow-workers with God.’ 

Observe the emphatic @ecov—emphatic both from its position and from its 

repetition. All things are referred to Him. 

ovvepyol] ‘labourers together with God, ‘fellow-labourers with God} 
as the E. V., not, as others take it, ‘ fellow-labourers in the service of God.’ 

See note on 1 Thess. iii. 2, where the transcribers have altered the text in 

order to get rid of so startling an expression as ‘fellow-workers with 

God, 

Ocod yedpyrov, Deod oikodopy éore] The former of these metaphors has 
been already applied (vv. 6—8): and now the latter is expanded (vv. 
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1o—17). Thus ‘God’s husbandry, God’s building’ is the link which 

connects the two paragraphs together. Of the two images yedpyiov implies 
the organic growth of the Church, ofxodopy the mutual adaptation of its 

parts. Oixodop7 is a later form of olxodéynua: see Lobeck Phryn. 

p. 481 sq., Buttm. Gm § 121. 

1o. St Paul had hitherto dwelt on the metaphor of the husbandry ; 
he now turns to that of the building. The former metaphor was best 

adapted to develope the essential unity of the work, the latter to 

explain the variety of modes in which the workmen might carry out 

the labour. 
kara THY Xdpiv Tov Meo] This is not a mere empty form of words. It 

is emphatic from its position. ‘If I laid the foundation, I cannot take to 

myself the credit of the work. The honour is due to God.’ St Paul is 

still dwelling on the same idea, which he brings out in the thrice repeated 

@ecod of the preceding verse. 

For the expression itself and for the emphatic position in which it is 
placed compare Acts xv. 11 dAAG bud Tijs xdpiros Tov Kupiov "Incod miorevo- 

perv cwOyva. Where it is necessary for him to speak of his work, he is 
careful to exclude boasting at the outset. Xdpis is the watchword of St 
Paul. It is the objective element, the divine counterpart, corresponding 

to the subjective element, the human correlative miovis ; cf. Eph. ii. 8 rp 

yap xapiri €ore cecwopévor dia THs wictews. It is opposed to vopos (Rom. 

vi. 14), as miotts is to épya. : 
copis] ‘skz/ful,” the correct epithet to apply to proficiency in any 

craft or art. Cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. vi. 7 thy b€ codiay év rais réxvats Tots 

dxptBeordrots ras réxvas amodidoper*® oiov Pediay Aovpydy cody kai 

TloAvkAetrov dvdpiavtomoov. The expression coos dpyeréxrwy occurs in 

Is. iii, 3. 

Ocnéttov] The dictum of Moeris Geyédra kai Gepédtov ovderépas, drrikds* 

Gepérsor kat Gepédcos, kowas (cf. Thom. Magister) is not borne out by its 

usage in extant passages. Foran instance of the neuter in the cow see 

Acts xvi. 26, and of the masculine in Attic see Thucyd. i. 93. The singular 

masculine and neuter seem equally rare in Attic writers (no instances 

given in the common lexicons), though not uncommon in the xouw7 (cf. e.g. 

Polyb. I. 40. 9, not cited in the lexx.). The word is properly an adjective 

and therefore when used in the masc. dios is understood. Cf. Aristoph. 

Av. 1137 yépavot Gepedious xarameroxviat Aidovs. 

Uyxa] the better supported reading, is more appropriate here. The 

more absolute réOecxa ‘I have laid’ would savour somewhat of arrogance, 

and would better describe the office of God than of the human agent. 

See the note on xelpevoy ver. II. 

dos 8] The reference is not solely to Apollos, for he was only one out 

of many teachers who had built up the Corinthian Church. Cf. ékacros 

8é At the same time, occurring as it does so soon after the mention of 

Apollos (ver. 6), it suggests the idea that St Paul feared that Apollos 
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might not be quite free from blame: that he might have conceded too 

much to the cravings of the ears and intellect of the Corinthians. 

mOs erooSope] ‘what is the character of the building he erects 

thereupon’; including the character of the materials, which are specified 
afterwards, but not restricted to them. ‘My caution,’ says St Paul, ‘has 

reference to the building up, for the superstructure may be built up in 

many ways (and therefore care is needed): but only one foundation is 

possible,’ : 

St Paul refuses to conceive the possibility of any professedly Christia 

teacher laying any other foundation. The foundation is already laid for 

him. In exactly the same spirit he speaks of the impossibility of there 

being more than one Gospel in Gal. i. 6, 7 Oavpa{w dre otras rayéws 

peraridecde...eis repov evayyédov 6 ovK éorw GAXo x.T.A. The word dvvarat 

here must not be emptied of its meaning. 

II, mapa tov Kelpevov] ‘desides that which lieth) stronger than roy 

-reOévra which 26nxa (ver. 10) would lead us to expect, or even than rév 

reOesévov. The foundation is already laid, when the workman begins his 

work, Tov xeiwevoy asserts the position of the foundation stone to be 

absolutely independent of human interference. 

St Paul is here inconsistent in his language only that he may bring 

out the truth more fully. He had before spoken of himself as a skilful 

architect. Now he says that, no one could have done otherwise than 

he has done. He had before asserted that he had laid the foundation 

stone. Now he affirms that the foundation stone was already laid for 

him. 

*Inoots Xpwrrés] The one only foundation stone is the personal 

Saviour, the historical Christ. Observe that it is not Xpsoros alone—no 

ideal Christ—no theories or doctrines about Christ—not faith in Christ— 

but Jesus Christ himself, ‘the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever’ (Heb. 

xiii. 8). 
Our Lord is here represented as the foundation stone (OepéAtos), else- 

where the chief corner stone, dxpoywuatos (Eph. ii. 20). He is the basis on 

which the Church rests, and the centre of her unity. 

12. In the passage which follows there seems to be a clear allusion to 

the prophecy of Malachi iii. 1 sq. eEaigyns F£e eis roy vadv éavtod Kuptos 

...Kal Tis Umopevel Tpépav ciaddov avrov...didre adros elomopeverar as Tip 

xoveutnpiov...kal kaOteirar xavedav kal xabapifwy as TO dpyvptov Kai ds TO 
xpvaioy, iv. 1 dure Sod yuépa Epxerar katopévy ws KAriBavos kai prcée 

avrovs kal vovrat...of mowodvres Gvoua kaXdpy kal dydyrer avrous 7 nuépa 
4 €pxouévn, i.e. the fire shall purify the nobler materials, the silver and 
gold, and consume the baser material, the stubble. The application 

of the metaphor of the ‘fire’ and the ‘day’ here however is somewhat 

different. 

et 8€ ris] i.e. but on the other hand the character of the superstructure 
may vary, and these varieties will be made manifest, 
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xpvolov «.1.d.] i.e. durable materials as gold, silver and costly stones, 

or perishable materials as wood, hay and stubble. The words go in 

threes, of a palace on the one hand, of a mud hovel on the other. The 

idea of splendour however seems to be included in the first triad. The 

structure is at once a palace adorned with gold and silver and precious 
stones no less than a palace firmly built of gold and silver and costly 
marbles. Tibull. iii. 3. 16 ‘Quidve domus prodest Phrygiis innixa colum- 

nis, Aurataeque trabes, marmoreumque solum.’ 

Xpvoiory, dpyvptov, which represent the right reading here, differ 

from ypvcos, dpyupos (gold and silver simply) in signifying gold or silver 

made up in some way, as in coins, plate etc. The A/6or rizioe are perhaps 

‘costly marbles.’ Perhaps however ‘precious stones, jewels’ may be 

meant, and the description here is not intended to apply to any actual 

building, but to an imaginary edifice of costly materials as the New 

Jerusalem. Cf. Rev. xxi. 18, 19 xal 4 modus xpuctov Kadapov...of Bepédtor 

tod Teixous Tijs WéAews TrarTi KiOe@ Timi@ Kexoopnpévo. The LXX. use of the 

expression appears to vary between these two meanings. Thus in 2 Sam. 

Xli. 30 raAavrov xpuciov Kal Aidov Tipiov it is employed of a king’s crown, in 

1 Kings x. 2, 2 Chron. ix. 1,9 of the Queen of Sheba’s gifts. In other 

passages (1 Kings x. 11, 2 Chron. ix. 10) it seems to refer to marbles. 

Cf. also Ezek. xxvii. 12, 22 and esp. Dan. xi. 38. 
téda, xdprov, kaddpnv] A hovel of which the supports would be of 

wood, and the hay and straw would be employed either to bind the mud 

or plaster together, or to thatch the roof. Compare Seneca £@. xc. Io, 

17 ‘Culmus liberos texit...non quaelibet virgea in cratem texuerunt manu 

et vili obleverunt luto, deinde stipula aliisque silvestribus operuere 

fastigium ?’ 

The question is raised here whether ‘the building’ represents ‘the 

body of believers,’ or ‘the body of doctrine taught.’ In favour of the 

first view is the direct statement Gcod oixodouy éore (ver. 9): in favour of 

the second, the whole context, which certainly has some reference to the 

character of the teaching. Perhaps we should say that neither is 

excluded, that both are combined. The building is the Church as the 

witness of the truth. Thus it is the doctrine exhibited in a concrete 

form. 
From the metaphor is derived the use of oixodouy (-peiv -wia -pnors) in 

the sense of ‘instruction,’ ‘edification.’ This meaning seems not to occur 

in the Lxx., and probably not in the classical writers. Indeed in the 

New Testament it is not found out of St Paul with the exception of 
Acts ix. 31 (for in Acts xx. 32 it occurs in a speech of St Paul); and 

therefore the prevalence of this metaphor of ‘ edification’ is probably due 
to the influence of his phraseology. See on 1 Thess. v. II. 

The idea of an allusion in the whole passage to the conflagration of 

Mummius is too far fetched to commend itself. 

13. éderov «.t.A.] The apodosis is framed, as if the protasis had 
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run otherwise—eire ris emorxodopel ypuciov k.7.A....elre Evda «.7-A. whether 
the superstructure has been raised of durable or of perishable materials,’ 

+d épyovy] The plural ra épya is frequently used in a special sense 

of buildings, or ‘works’ as we say. That sense is less defined in the 

singular, but there may perhaps be a tinge of it here. Cf. e.g. Thuc. 

i, 90. 

7 jpépa] ‘the day. See the notes on 1 Thess. v. 2, 4. 
re év wupl droxadtimrerar] The idea of manifestation, which is faintly 

involved in ypéepa, having been more definitely insisted upon in davepov 

yevnoera and dyAdoe:, the manner of this manifestation is declared: ‘it is 

revealed in fire’—a reference to Malachil.c. Cf. also 2 Thess. i. 8. 

év rup\] The idea of fire here is the connecting link between the idea 

of illumination which has hitherto prevailed and that of burning which 

now takes its place. By its destructive property the fire will test the 

stability of the work, purifying the better material and consuming the 

baser. The application is thus to a certain extent different from that in 

Malachi 1. c. 

dmoxadiwrerat] For this use of the present see the note on 1 Thess. 

v. 2 &pxerat, and to the references there given add Luke xvii. 30. 

éxdorov Td Ypyov] may either be the accusative case after Soxypdces, 

this being the more idiomatic construction; or on the other hand a 

suspended nominative. Rom. xii. 2 efs ro Soxialew vas ri ro OéAnua is 

in favour of the nominative here; but a single passage should not 

weigh much, and the order of the words is against this construction. 

airs] Though omitted in the T.R., avré is probably genuine, the weight 

of authority slightly preponderating in its favour. It is taken by Meyer 

closely with rip ‘the fire itself, but it is not easy to see the force of the 

expression. Rather should it be considered as referring to ékaorou ro 
gpyov, the pronoun being added by a pleonasm not uncommon in the 

N. T. ‘The fire shall test it This idiomatic use will account for its 

omission. Similar omissions of the pleonastic pronoun occur in some 

MSS. on Matt. ix. 27, xxvi. 71, Luke viii. 27, xvii. 7. In other passages the 

stumbling block is removed by altering the form of the sentence. 

14. péve] It is a question whether this verb is present or future. 

Though the future would accord with the following xaraxajoera:, yet on 

the other hand the present is the more forcible here, the notion of 

permanence being better expressed by it. Compare John viii. 35, xii. 34, 

1 Cor. xiii. 13 for pévew in this tense. 

15. {yprwbyoerar] ‘shall be mulcted of his reward, sc. rov pucbdv 
understood from the previous verse. Cf. Deut. xxii. 19, Exod. xxi. 22, 

where (ntody is used with an accusative of the fine inflicted. The 

idea can be illustrated by 2 Joh. 8 Wa py dmoddonre & Aoyacdueba ddd 
pucOoyv mAnpy dmoAdBnre. 

airds 8%] opposed to yioAdy His reward shall be lost, but his person 
shall be saved. 
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ottws 8% cs Sid arupds] ‘ but only as one passing through fire is saved’: 

i.e, with such a narrow escape. ‘ Prope ambustus evaserat’ Livy xxii. 35. 

Much has been built on this passage. The Romish doctrine of purgatory 
has been supposed to be supported by it. But we must not press ofrws 

as as though the expression necessarily implies any actual fire. It is used 

equally to express a fact and a similitude. Thus in 1 Cor. iv. 1 o8ras 
nyas Aoy(écOw avOpwmos ws Umnpéras Xpiorov it expresses a fact, they were 
ministers; on the other hand in 1 Cor. ix. 26 odrws muxredo os ove dépa 

dépev it introduces a metaphor. But the context decides the meaning to 
be metaphorical here. From beginning to end we cannot treat any part 

as literal to the exclusion of the rest (the EvAa, ydpros, kaAdun). There is 

no stopping at one point. If any further argument were needed, it would 

be found in the fact that a moral and not a physical agency is obviously 

required here. It would be rash to deny that St Paul conceived of the 

Lord appearing amidst an actual flame of fire: but the outward appear- 
ance is only the symbol of a spiritual power. Thus the light which 

accompanies the Lord’s appearing is a symbol of that light which 

He will shed on the thoughts and deeds of all men, the revelation of the 

hidden things of darkness: the flame of fire, which surrounds Him, 

betokens the powerful agency which consumes the inefficient work, and 

spares only the substantial labour. Here St Paul sees the thing symbol- 

ized in the symbol. See the notes on 1 Thess. iv. 16, 17. 

Ava mrupés is here local, not instrumental ; cf. e.g, Rom. xv. 28 8¢ juav 
els Sraviav, and see Winer § 51, p. 452. For it is clearly an allusion to 

the proverbial expression of ‘passing through fire.’ This expression is 

equally common in classical Greek (compare Eur. Andy. 487 dia aupos 

édOetv, Eur. Electr. 1182 dia mupos podeiv) and in the Old Testament. See 

Is. xliii, 2, Ps. Ixv. 12 dteAGeiv dia aupes, Zech. xiii. g Seayery dia mupos, and 

for similar phrases Zech. ili. 2 ds dadds eLeomacpévos ex mupds, I Pet. iii. 20 

dteadOnoav bv USaros. There is therefore no idea of purifying ‘by means 
of fire’ implied in the passage here. It simply denotes a hairbreadth 

escape. 
That the Apostle does not intend any purgatorial fire by this expres- 

sion will appear from the following considerations. (1) Fire is here 

simply regarded as a destructive agency. There is no trace here of the 

idea of refining or purging, an attribute elsewhere given to it, as in 

Malachi iii. 3, though even there the prophet seems to speak of purging 

the whole nation by destroying the wicked, not of purging sin in the 
individual man. (2) The whole image implies a momentary effect and 

not a slow, continuous process. The Lord shall appear in a flash of light 

and a flame of fire. The light shall dart its rays into the innermost 

recesses of the moral world. The flame shall reduce to ashes the super- 

structure raised by the careless or unskilful builder. The builder himself 

shall flee for his life. He shall escape, but scorched and with the marks 
of the flame about him. 

L, EP, 13 
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16. ov ol8are] The warning and the metaphor seem to come in 
somewhat abruptly, but there is a link of connexion, for vads is only a 

definition of the previous metaphor oixodouy (ver. 9). The building has 
now become a temple. Compare Eph. ii. 20—22, where we have the 

same transition, first the building (émo:codopnOérres), then that building 

defined as a temple (eis vaoy dytov), lastly that temple described as the 

permanent abode (eis xarotxnrnpiov) of God in the spirit. Here vads is 

more immediately suggested by the passage of Malachi which the 

Apostle has in his mind throughout, the temple there being one of the 

leading ideas (Mal. iii. 1). 

vads Qcot] ‘God’s temple,’ not ‘a temple of God.’ The Apostle is 

speaking of the community, not of the individual Christian. There is an 
allusion in these verses to the dissensions which are a corrupting of God’s 

temple. The metaphor is not from the many temples of the heathen, but 

from the one temple of Jerusalem. So Philo Monarch. ii. 1 (IL. p. 223 

ed. Mangey) mpoevonae S¢ ds ore moAdaxdbe ovr’ év ravr@ moAAG KaTacKev- 

aoOijcerat iepa Sixardoas érerdi) eis dori Ocds kal iepdv eivas povov. 

olxet] The vads, the inward shrine or sanctuary, was regarded as the 

abode of the deity (from vaiew ‘to dwell’). Of course this was the case 

with heathen deities, but in a certain sense it was also true of the temple 
at Jerusalem ; for though God ‘ dwelleth not in temples made with hands’ 
(Acts xvii. 24), yet the symbol of His presence, the Shechinah, was there. 

Hence St Luke (xi. 51) calls the inner temple the ofkos, where another 

evangelist has vads (Matt. xxiii. 35). Observe however that, in the case 

of the Christian community, the word is appropriate not because the 

image of the deity was there, as in heathen temples, nor the symbol, 

as in the Jewish temple, but because the Spirit of God was the 

Indweller. 

17. Oelpe., hbepet] The same word is studiously kept to show that 
the offender is requited in kind. Compare Acts xxiii. 2, 3 émérafev rimrew 

avrod 76 oropa...Tumrew oe péAdet 6 Ocds, where we must recollect that St 

Paul is speaking. The same English word then ought to have been 

preserved at all hazards in the A. V. For the metaphor compare Ign. 

Eph. § 16 yy mravacbe, ddedpoi pov, of oixopOdpor Bacireiav Ocod ov KANpovo- 

pjoovory x.r-A., following immediately after § 15 mdvra oty modpev ds adrou 
év npiv Karotkovrros, iva Gpev avTov vaoi. 

A comparison with vi. 19 is instructive. Here it is a subtle and 

disputatious spirit, there moral impurity, which violates the temple of the 

Spirit. The two passages together condemn the leading vicious tenden- 
cies of the Corinthian character. 

18. 8oxet] ‘seemeth to himself? This is the usual (though perhaps 

not the universal) sense of doxeiv in St Paul: comp. vii. 4o, viii. 2, x. 12, 
xv. 37 etc. 

év tO alavi rourw] The idea is not temporal, but ethical, moral: the 

mundane order of things as opposed to the eternal, the heavenly. 
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19. 6 Spaccépevos «.7.A.] ‘he that seizeth the wise’; a quotation from 
Job v. 13, the only quotation from Job in the N. T. The Apostle however 

translates from the Hebrew himself, substituting two more forcible 

expressions for the LXX. 6 xaradapBavor coors év ry hpomjoe: adray. St 
Paul’s rendering of Dy by zayoupyia is the more correct, as the adjective 

Diy is generally translated mavodpyos in the Lxx. 

The words, it will be observed, are the words of Eliphaz, but they 

are appropriated because of their intrinsic truth. Compare Gal. iv. 
30, where the language of Sarah is cited as Scripture (7 ypady), 
and Matt. xix. 5, where apparently the words of Adam are quoted 

as the voice of God. 

20. Kkaladdw] Taken from the Lxx. of Ps. xciv. (xciii.) 11, ray copay 
however being substituted for rév dv@pdmwv. Here the Lxx. follows the 
Hebrew more closely, but ‘there seems to be a reminiscence of the 

original in the next words ¢v dv@pemors’ (Stanley). 

Siadoyopots] ‘the reasonings, ‘thoughts’: not ‘the disputations.’ 

This is the sense of the word in the original and therefore is decisive for 

us here, besides being the usual meaning of diadoyiopol in the N.T. See 

the note on Phil. ii, 14. 

21. é dv@pdrots] ie. ‘in human teachers,’ returning to what he has 

said in i. 31. 

mdvta yap tpdav éor(v] The whole universe, as it were, lies at the 

feet of the true disciple of Christ. Compare Rom. viii. 28, where the 

same idea is expressed in not quite such strong language. This mode of 

speaking is perhaps borrowed from Stoic phraseology ; but though the 

Stoics certainly talked in this way, the application is different. Zeno (af. 

Diog. Laert. vii, I. 25) may say cai rév copay 8 mavra eiva, Cicero (Acad. 

ii. 44) ‘omnia, quae ubique essent, sapientis esse,’ Seneca (de Benef. vii. 

2, 3) ‘emittere hanc dei vocem Haec omnia mea sunt’; but though the 
Stoic and Christian phraseology may be the same, how striking the real 

contrast of sentiment! Instead of assigning all virtues to the wise, it is 

just to the wise that St Paul denies them. They belong, so to speak, to the 

fools (oi pwpoi). Again, instead of assigning this universal dominion to 

the isolation of self, he bestows it upon the negation of self, the absorption 

or incorporation of self in Christ (¢v Xpuor@). All things are the believer’s ; 

but they are only his, in so far as he is Christ’s, and because Christ is 

God’s. See Philippians, p. 304 sq. 

22. IIatdos, *AwodAds, Knpas] He begins with the human teachers. 

‘They a// belong to you, they are your slaves; you each individually 

take one of them as a party-leader, but they are a// yours.’ He starts 

from this, as being the point at issue: and then he goes on, ‘Indeed the 

whole universe, the whole order of things is yours.’ Here xécpos is best 

taken by itself, the rest hanging together in pairs. ‘Whether life or 
death. Again an exhaustive division, but this time with reference to 

the subjective state. Life and death are antagonistic to each other, are 

13—2 
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mutually exclusive; yet either state ministers alike to the good of the 

faithful. Compare Rom, viii. 38, Phil. i. 21, and for éveorara, péAdovra see 

the note on Gal. i. 4. 

23. pets 8 Xprorot] ‘But this mastery of the universe is only yours 

by virtue of your incorporation in Christ, your participation in His 

sovereignty.’ 

Xprords 8§ Ocod] It is not the human but the divine nature of Christ 
to which the Apostle alludes. This interpretation is necessary for the 

proper understanding of the Nicene Creed ; necessary for the preservation 

of the Unity of the Godhead, while confessing the divinity of Christ. 

Compare St John xvii. 7, 8, 2123. 



CHAPTER IV. 

Fluman preferences worthless: the divine tribunal alone final 
(iv. I—5). 

I. otros] The adverb does not go with what precedes ‘this being 

so,’ ‘therefore’; but is to be taken closely with &s: comp. ili. 15, ix. 26, 

2 Cor. ix. 5, Eph. v. 33. The order of the words seems imperatively to 

demand this, because otherwise we can give no account of the position of 

pas, which then becomes the principal word in the sentence. Eph. v. 28 

ottws dpeidovow kal of avdpes dyamdy Tas éavtév yuvaixas bs Ta €avTdv odpara 
has a very different order and force. ‘So ought the husbands also to love 

their wives as their own bodies.’ If otrws be taken as the principal word 

and joined with ds, jpas falls at once into insignificance, as the sense 

demands. 

olxovépous] ‘stewards of the mysteries, i.e. teachers of the revealed 
truths. The church is the ofkos (1 Tim. ili. 15), God the oixodeamdrns 
(Matt. xiii. 52), the members the olxetoe (Gal. vi. 10, Eph. ii. 19, where see 

the notes). See also especially the notes on oikovouiay Col. i. 25, Eph. 
i. Io. 

2. de] This reading has the vast preponderance of evidence. The 

same change into o é¢€ has been made in Luke xvi. 25, where it is quite 

impossible to connect with the previous sentence, as the reading o dé 

would require. Compare also Rev. xiii. 18, xvii.9. ‘O8e never has any 

other than a local sense in the N. T., ‘here,’ ‘in this matter’; but it must 

be taken with what follows, as is distinctly done by the principal versions 

(Vulg. Pesh. Memph.). 

hourrav K.7.d.] ‘for the rest, it ts required (generally the force of (nreiv) 
that a man be found trustworthy’ (passive, see Galatians, p. 155). 

3. epol 8 «.7.d.] ‘duet to me zt amounts to the smallest of all matters 

that I should be examined by you or by man’s day’ For eis after etvat in 

the sense of ‘it comes to’ compare vi. 16 écovrat...cis capka piay. Some- 

what different is the expression in Col. ii. 22 d ¢orw eis POopay ‘ destined 
to,’ where see the note. On the technical sense of dvaxpivew here see 

above on ii. 15. 



198 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. [IV. 3. 

dvOpamtvys pépas] The A. V. somewhat boldly translates ‘man’s 
judgment’; but the word is put here because it is in opposition to 7 

nuépa of iii. 13 ‘the Lord’s day.’ The meaning is ‘by any day fixed by 

man,’ The idea of a day as implying judgment is common in Hebrew, 

and would be directly assisted by such expressions as ‘diem dicere,’ ‘to 

fix a day for judgment.’ Compare the English ‘daysman,’ which contains 

the same idea (Wright’s Bible Word Book s. v.). 

4. od8tv ydp «.7.d.] ‘for though I know nothing against myself, yet. 

It is important to see exactly what the Apostle’s meaning is. It is simply 

a hypothetical case. ‘For supposing I am conscious of no guilt in 

myself, yet am I not thereby justified.’ The most saintly of men are the 

most conscious of guilt in themselves, and St Paul would be the last to 

make an absolute statement to the contrary. The sentence means ‘on 

the supposition that I am not conscious, though I am.’ Other instances 

of the second sentence qualifying the first are (1) Rom. vi. 17, where the 

force of the passage is ‘Thanks be to God that though we were slaves to 

sin, we have obeyed,’ (2) Matt. xi. 25 ‘that while thou hast concealed 

these things from the wise and prudent, thou hast revealed them’ etc., 

and (3) John iii. 19, where it is not true to say that the judgment 

consisted in the fact of the light coming into the world, but, light having 

come into the world, the judgment is this that men loved darkness rather 

than light. Here then the sentence is put as a pure hypothesis. 

‘I know nothing by myself’ is simply an archaism: compare 

Cranmer’s letter to Henry VIII. quoted in Wright’s Bzéle Word Book, ‘1 

am exceedingly sorry that such faults can be proved by the queen.’ For 

the idea cf. Horace Zf7st. i. 1. 61 ‘nil conscire sibi nulla pallescere 
culpa.’ 

aX odk] Comp. Ign. Rom. § 5 aAd’ ov mapa rovTo Sedikaiwpar, a 
reminiscence of this passage. 

5. pd Karpod] i.e. ‘do not therefore anticipate the great judgment 

(xpiots) by any preliminary investigation (dvaxpiots), which must be futile 
and incomplete.’ 

6 Kipwos] There seems to be here a secondary allusion to the 

technical sense of xvpios as the properly constituted authority, é.g. Plato 

Legg. viii. p. 848C xipios form rips vouys, Arist. Pod. ii. 9 (p. 1270 ed. 

Bekker) kvpios efvat xpicewy peyddwv, ii, 11 (p. 1273) dAAa kUpioe xpivew 
eiot. See also the note on iii. 5 and cf. vii. 22. 

8s Kal cwrloet K.7..] i.e. ‘Who will reveal all the facts, bring all the 

evidence to light ; thus superseding the necessity of this human dvdx«piors ; 

and will make manifest the counsels of men’s hearts, and then shall his 

due praise accrue to each one from God.’ ‘O érawos is ‘the praise due to 

him,’ whether small or great, whether much or none. Compare Rom. ii. 
29 ov 6 &rawos ovk &€& dvOpwmrev ddd’ ek Tov Oeod, where the force of the 

article is lost in the A. V. 
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(@) Contrast between the self-satisfied temper of the Corinthians 

and the sufferings and abasement of the Apostles (iv. 6—21). 

6. ratra 8 «7.A.] ‘But though I have spoken only of Paul and 

Apollos, you must not suppose that the remarks refer to these solely 

or chiefly. I used the name of Paul and Apollos : but I alluded especially 
to others’—the Judaizing factions doubtless, with whom probably the 

party-spirit, as such, was strongest. 

pererxypdrica] ‘7 transferred by a figure to myself and Apollos, that 
taking us as an illustration ye might learn not to exceed what ts written 
in scripture. 

We find from both Greek and Latin writers that oyfja (schema) was 

used at this time especially (and almost exclusively) to imply a rhetorical 

artifice, by which, either from fear or respect or some other motive, the 

speaker veiled the allusion to individuals’ under an allegory or a feigned 

name or in any other way. Thus Quintilian says (ix. 2) ‘Jam ad id genus 

--veniendum est in quo per quandam suspicionem, quod non dicimus 

accipi volumus...quod et supra ostendi jam fere solum schema a nostris 

vocatur et inde controversiae figuratae dicuntur.’ It appears therefore 

that this sense of a ‘covert allusion’ had almost monopolized the meaning 
of schema in Quintilian’s day: compare Martial iii. 68. 7 ‘schemate nec 

dubio sed aperte nominat illam.’ Another Latin term equivalent to 

‘schema’ was ‘figura.’ Suetonius Dom. 10 ‘occidit Hermogenem Tar- 

sensem propter quasdam in historia figuras,’ and this explains the 

‘controversiae figuratae’ above. St Paul therefore says, ‘I have applied 

these warnings to myself and Apollos for the purpose of a covert allusion, 

and that for your sakes, that ye may learn this general lesson.’ 

év yptv] ‘22 our case, ‘by our example, i.e. ‘by this peracxnpariopos to 

ourselves.’ 

pi imp & yéypamrar] ‘ot to go beyond what ts written in scripture’ ; 

apparently a proverb, or at any rate in a proverbial form; hence its 

elliptical dress : compare Terence Azay. 1. 1. 61 ‘id arbitror Adprime in 
vita esse utile ut ne quid nimis.’ The insertion of poveiy after yy in the 
Textus Receptus illustrates the tendency to smooth down these ellipses 

of St Paul by insertions: see v. 1 évoudCerat, xi. 24 kA@pevoy, and the notes 

on 2 Thess. ii. 3 d74, 1 Cor. i. 26 ov moAdol, 31 tva Kadds yéypamrat. 

Passages in the Apostle’s mind would doubtless be those quoted by him 

on i. 19, 31, iii. 19, 20. 

vovotcbe] For the present indicative after iva comp. Gal. iv. 17 va 
avrovs (nAdotre with the note. It is conceivable however that in both 
these cases we have a dialectic form of the conjunctive of verbs in -oo. 

7. ths yap oe Siaxplve ;] ‘for who zs he that maketh a difference in 
thee ?’ ‘who differentiates thee from another?’ 

8 The Apostle bursts out in impassioned irony. ‘You, it appears, are 

to be exalted by the Christian dispensation. You are eager to seize all 
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the advantages, to aim at all the elevation ; but you will leave to us all 

the hard work, all the indignities, all the sufferings. It is a very easy 

thing to claim all the privileges of your calling.’ 
xexoperpévor] An allusion probably to Deut. xxxi. 20 kat pdyovrat kai 

éumdnobévres Kopfoovar Kai émiatpapycovra émi Oeovs adAorpiovs, comp. 
Deut. xxxii. 15. They are filled and (as the Apostle implies) have waxed 

wanton. 
émdouricare, Bacidesoate] The aorists, used instead of perfects, imply 

indecent haste. Here we meet with Stoic phraseology once more: see 

the note on iii. 21. 

ocupBaoietoopev] For their triumph, supposing it to be genuine, 
would be his triumph also. They were his oréavos xavyjoews. Genuine 

however it was not: this is the force of the aorist after d@eXov without dy. 

9. 80xa yap] ‘As it is, so far from being kings, we are the refuse of 

society. For, I fancy, God exhibited us, the Apostles, last of all as 

condemned criminals: for we were made a spectacle to the whole world, 

aye to angels and men.’ 

rods dmorrédovs] He adds the words not to claim this position for 
himself alone. 

daréSeev] a technical word here, like the Latin ‘edere’ (Suet. Aug. 45 

‘edere gladiatores,’ Livy xxviii. 21 ‘munus gladiatorium’). ‘He brought 

us out in the arena of this world’s amphitheatre.’ We have the same 

metaphor in xv. 32 e6npiopdynoa. Tertullian (de pudzc. 14) takes up the 

idea ‘velut bestiarios.’ 

érxdrous] ‘last of all} i.e. to make the best sport for the spectators. 
The Apostles were brought out to make the grand finale, as it were. The 

reference to éxyaroe would be to the prophets and martyrs under the Old 

Covenant (Heb. xi. 33 sq., esp. vv. 39, 40). 

émOavarlous] ‘condemned criminals. In this sense Dionysius of 

Halicarnassus, speaking of the Tarpeian Rock, says (4. R. vii. 35) 

8Oev avtois Bos BaddXew Tovs emOavariovs. 

Ogarpov] The Greek word may mean (1) the place, (2) the spectators, 

(3) the actors in the spectacle, or (4) the spectacle itself. The last meaning 

is the one used here and is the rarest (Hesych. @éarpov* Oana 4} odvaypa). 
kal dyyéAous] Kai is not exclusive of what went before, but singles out 

the a@yyeAo. for special attention. Compare ix. 5 of Nowrol ddaroAor kal of 

ddeAgol rot Kupiov kat Knas, Acts i. 14 obv yuvaElv kai Mapidp. For the 

angels as interested spectators of man’s doings see xi. Io, I Tim. v. 21. 

12. épyatépevor] He had done this at Corinth before (Acts xviii. 3) ; 

he was doing it at Ephesus when he wrote (Acts xx. 34). 

13. Svodrpodpevor] A rare word, and like yuymrevopuer, dorarotpev 

above and mepixabappara, wepiiynua below, a amaé Aeyopevoy in the N. T. 

Hence the change in many MSS. to the common word Bracdnpovpevor. 

It occurs however in 1 Macc. vii. 41. 

mepixaddppara] ‘ sweepings, ofscourings. This is the primary meaning 
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of the word. But the Apostle is carrying on the metaphor of ém@avarious 

above. Both mepixaOdppara and mepiynua were used especially of those 

condemned criminals of the lowest classes who were sacrificed as expia- 
tory offerings, as scapegoats in effect, because of their degraded life. It 

was the custom at Athens to reserve certain worthless persons who in 

case of plague, famine or other visitations from heaven, might be thrown 

into the sea, in the belief that they would cleanse away, or wipe off, the 

guilt of the nation. Hence they were called xd@apya, The word sometimes 

corresponds to dappakol, those slaves who were sacrificed for the good of 

the state, as being too vile to live (see Hermann Grzech. Alterth. 

Gottesdienst. § 60). Though the simple form is more common, srepikda- 

éappa occurs in Epictetus (iii. 22. 78) of Priam 6 mevrjxovra yévynoas 
meptkabappara, see also Prov. xxi. 18 mepixabappa Stkaiov dvopos. 

Tov Kécpov, mdvtwv] These genitives refer to the people both from 

whom and for whom the lives are sacrificed. 

weplipypa] On this word see the note on Ign. Eff. 8. It is not 
uncommon in the writings of the sub-apostolic age (Ign. Zp. 8. 18, Ep. 

Barn. 4, 6). 

15. maSaywyots] See the note on Gal. ili. 24. 
17. %reppa] Probably a little before the letter, as xvi. 10 seems to 

imply. The aorist however is not decisive, nor is the notice in Acts xix. 
22. Timothy appears not to have reached Corinth. On his movements 

at this time and those of Titus see Azdical Essays, p. 273 sq. ‘The 

Mission of Titus to the Corinthians’ (especially p. 276 sq.). 

21. év @é88e] The Hebraism is the more natural, as it is an O. T. 

phrase, 1 Sam. xvii. 43 od epyp ew eye ev paBSo, 2 Sam, vii. 14, xxiii. 21, 

Ps. ii. 9, lxxxviii. 32. The Apostle offers the alternative: shall he come 

as a father or as a ratdaywyés? 



CHAPTER V. 

iii THE CASE OF INCEST, v. I—vi. 20. 

(a) The incest denounced: the offender to be cast out of the Church 

(v. I—13). 

1. We have come now to the main pivot of the letter, the leading 
motive of the Apostle in writing it. The Second Epistle likewise arises 

altogether out of this case and the way in which the Corinthians received 

St Paul’s rebuke. 

Who then was St Paul’s informant? Possibly the household of Chloe 

(i. 11), but more probably Stephanas and his household mentioned in 

xvi. 15 sq. For we notice an evident anxiety to shield them from the 

displeasure of the Corinthians. Hence the suppression of the informants’ 

names here. But this is pure conjecture. ; 

The connexion of this chapter with what precedes is twofold : (1) the 

condemnation of their vanity, involving the contrast between the spiritual 

pride of the Corinthians and the state of their Church, comp. iv. 18, 19 

with v. 2; and (2) the character of his intended visit, should it be made 

in love or not, comp. iv. 18, 19, 21 with v. 3. 

bras] ‘altogether, ‘most assuredly’: almost equivalent to mdyras, 

‘prorsus. That ddws bears this sense in the N. T. appears from vi. 7, 

xv. 29, Matt. v. 34, the only passages where the word occurs. It is not a 

common meaning in itself, but is found in classical writers also, e.g. 

Plato Philebus 36B ddyotvO ddas 4 xaipovra, Arist. Top. ©. 1. p. 152 1. 24 

ed. Bekker kav ddos ypyotpov F. 

dxoterat] ‘zs reported, i.e. is commonly known to exist: év vpiv to be 
connected with dxoverat rather than with qopveia. 

wopveta] The context enables us to form some idea of what the crime 

was. (1) It wasa lasting, not a momentary relation. This is inferred, 

not, as some take it, from mpd&as (ver. 2) or xarepyacdpevov (ver. 3), but 

from éyew (ver. 1). It might have been concubinage or marriage. (2) 
The former husband and father was still living: see 2 Cor. vii. 12 rod 

adicnOévros. (3) There had been a divorce or separation. The crime is 

called wopveia, not porxyeia. (4) As no censure is uttered on the woman 
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in either Epistle, it may be inferred that she was not a Christian. Thus 
she was one of ‘those without,’ whom God would judge (v. 13). 

its 006%] On this ellipse see iv. 6 above. If a word had to be 
supplied, dxovera: would be preferable to évoyatera: of the Textus Receptus ; 

but probably nothing so definite was intended. ’Ovoydtera comes ap- 

parently from Eph. v. 4. 

“€verw] The heinousness of this form of sin among the Gentiles 
is well illustrated from Cicero pro Cluentio v. 14 ‘nubit genero socrus...o 
mulieris scelus incredibile, et praeter hanc unam...inauditum.’ See other 
passages given in Wetstein ad Joc. We may well ask how was this crime 

possible? It was probably due to the profligacy of the Corinthian 

Church, but it may be accounted for in another way. The Mosaic Law 

was very stringent on this point (Lev. xx. 11, Deut. xxii. 30). But some 

of the Rabbis had invented a subterfuge to escape its stringency. They 

allowed such a connexion in the case of a proselyte. He had, as it were, 

they said, undergone a new birth; he had thus been taken out of his old 

relationships, and thus this intercourse was allowable (so Rabbi Akibah). 

It is quite possible that some subterfuge of this kind may have had its 

influence in excusing this crime to the man himself and to the Church. 
2. tpeis repvoropévor éoré] ‘You vaunt your higher wisdom, you are 

proud of your spiritual gifts, you are puffed up; while this plague-spot is 

eating like a canker at the vitals of the church.’ The vpeis prepares us 

for the following éya pev (ver. 3). 
érevOjoate] ‘ye ought rather to have put on mourning, i.e. when 

it came to your ears. Observe the change of tenses. “Emevéjoare is 

more than éAuvmjénre. It involves the idea of the outward exhibition 

of humiliation and grief, and is especially used of funerals: see Matt. ix. 

15 and Gen. 1. 10 émoinoe ro wévOos r@ matpi avrod. ‘Ye should have 

clothed yourselves with sackcloth: ye should have humbled yourselves 

before God.’ 
7s &pyov rotro mpdgas] This is the reading, not moujoas, which is 

weaker and less technical; comp. év r@ mpdypart 1 Thess. iv. 6 (with the 
note). Updgas brings out the moral aspect of the deed. The whole 
expression is a sort of euphemism. 

3. éyd piv ydp] ‘for 1 for my pari’ He contrasts his feelings with 
theirs. 

away] ‘albect absent, i.e. ‘notwithstanding my absence, while you on 

the spot condoned the offence.’ The os of the Textus Receptus is to be 
left out before drdv. It enfeebles the sense, and manuscript evidence is 

against it. For mapdv d¢ r@ mvevpare comp. Col. il. 5. 

Sq Kécpika. ds wapdv] ‘have already decided as though I were present, 

The proper punctuation is to put a colon after mapey, and to take rév 
kaTepyacdpevov as a prospective accusative, governed by mapadodva: and 

resumed in rév rowirov. For kéxpixa absolutely ‘I am resolved,’ a 

frequent use, see Pliny Z%. i. 12 ‘dixerat sane medico admonenti cibum 

2 
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xéxptxa,’ Epict. ii. 15 etc. The form of the sentence can be illustrated 

by Acts xv. 38 Haddos 8¢ jélou rév droordvra dn’ avraéy did Taydunias kal 

p} ovvedOdvra adrois eis rd Epyor pH ovvTapadapBavew TovToy, where we seem 

almost to hear the Apostle’s own words. 

otras] The word aggravates the charge, ‘under circumstances such 
as these.’ 

4. Ofall the various possibilities enumerated by Meyer, the connexion 

of words suggested by the order appears most natural and best accords 

with the sense. By it év rG évduare rod K. I. is to be taken with cvvayev- 
tov voy, and ody rH Suvauer rod K. nuay *L. with mapadoivar. Thus the 

inauguration of the proceedings, the gathering together, is in the name of 

the Lord, in accordance with Matt. xviii. 20; the action as the result is 

accompanied by His power. In the picture given, an imaginary court is 

formed and the Apostle’s spirit is represented as presiding. That some 

such a tribunal was actually held and the offender condemned appears 

from 2 Cor. ii. 6, where we learn the result in ‘the penalty inflicted by the 

majority.’ The bearing of this passage on the question of direct apostolic 

supervision in the earliest stage of the Church’s history is drawn out in 

Philippians, p. 198. 

5. mWapadotvar tov torotrov] ‘chat we (or ye) should deliver so rank an 
offender as thts.’ He is described in the same vague way in 2 Cor. ii. 6, 7. 

The Apostle forbears to give his name. 

7 Zatave] We have just the same expression in I Tim. i. 20. Satan 

is here spoken of as the instrument of physical suffering, just as in 2 Cor. 

xii. 7 St Paul’s own malady is described as dyyeAos Sarava. This delivery 

to Satan is by virtue of the extraordinary power given to St Paul as an 

Apostle, and has its analogy in the cases of Ananias and Sapphira 

(Acts v. 1 sq.) and Elymas (Acts xili. 8sq.). He alludes to this power 

again in 2 Cor. xiii. 10. That physical suffering of some kind is implied, 

the purpose being remedial, appears from 2 Cor. ii. 6, 7, 1 Tim. i. 20, 

2 Cor. xiii. 10 eis oixodopny Kat ovk eis ka@aipeow. Thus the instrumentality 

of Satan is used for a divine end. Of the two forms, Saray and Saravas, 
the first is the Hebrew word ; the second, a Grecised form of the Aramaic, 
is alone employed by St Paul: see on 1 Thess. ii. 18. 

els SdeOpov Tis capkds] Not merely a crushing of fleshly lusts, though 

this is involved in the expression ; but physical suffering also. 

6. 7d Kaixnpa tpav] ‘the subject of your boasting. What St Paul 

means is this: ‘there is nothing in you worth boasting about, as long as 
this plague-spot remains ; all your intellectual insight is worth nothing, is 

no matter of self-congratulation.’ For the contrast with cavynous see the 
notes on Gal. vi. 4, Phil. i. 26. 

pixpd finn] On the application of this proverb see the note on Gal. v. 
g, where it occurs again, That (vpn here is not the sinner, but the sin or 

sinfulness, appears from ver. 8. Philo de wéct. off 6 (Il. p. 256 ed. Mangey) 

takes leaven as the symbol of inflation, pride (puvonOels Um’ ddagoveias). 
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This idea however is not present to St Paul’s mind here. Though pride 
is condemned in the context, yet the leaven here represents not the pride 

but the profligacy of the Corinthian Church. Elsewhere (de congr. erud. 

gr. 28 1. p. 542) Philo explains the metaphor otherwise rd pi oldciv 

kat dvateiv rais émOupiats, which, he says, constitutes opr) diavola 

prdArg. 

{vpot] A various reading dodo? occurs both here and in Gal. v. 9, 

chiefly in western authorities. Hence Jerome (on Gal. 1. c.) says ‘male in 

nostris codicibus habetur modicum fermentum totam massam corrumpit, 

The accusation of the Greeks against the Latins (see Mich. Cerul. in 

Tischendorf), that they read @éeipe:, seems to be founded on a mistake. 

They retranslated ‘corrumpit,’ which was really a rendering, not of 

Pbeipe, but of doroz, Tertullian (de pudic. 13, 18, adv. Marc. 1. 2) has 

‘ desipit’ 
7. éxa8dpare] A new turn is given to the metaphor, the mention of 

leaven suggesting the Paschal Feast. The reference is to the purging 

out the leaven on the eve of the Passover (Exod. xii. 15, xiii. 7). The word 

in Ex. xii. 15 (LXX.) d@ameire (vpnv is very strong, ‘ye shall make it 

to vanish’ With what exactness this injunction was carried out appears 

from a passage in Chrysostom (p. 177 ed. Field pu dds reptepydtovrat, 

‘they even scrutinise mouse-holes to see that there is no leaven in them’), 
and is confirmed by statements quoted in Lightfoot H. H. I. p. 953 and 

Edersheim Temple, p. 188. The passage in Zeph. i. 12 was considered to 

authorise a search with candles on this occasion. 

véov] On the distinction between véos and xawés see the note on 

Col. iii. 10, and for the contrast between the old and the new, comp. also 

2 Cor. v. 17, Eph. iv. 22 sq. 

Kadds éore ALupor] ‘even as ye are unleavened, i.e. ‘by the very terms of 

your Christian profession’; in other words, ‘that ye may fulfil the idea of 

your being,—may be, as ye profess to be, kat) xriats.’ 

Vain attempts have been made to give duo: the sense of ‘eating 
unleavened bread.’ These destroy the point of the image. There isa 

double application of the metaphor here. The Corinthians are (1) the 

gupapa itself, the lump which is leavened (vv. 6, 7), (2) then they become 

the keepers of the festival (vv. 7, 8), and the Apostle characteristically 

passes from the one to the other. Examples of these sudden inversions of 
metaphors have already been given in the note on 1 Thess. it. 7, So here 
the Apostle has turned the metaphor about to find some new lesson 
which he could draw from it. 

kal yap] ‘for besides. Here another analogy is introduced. Not only 
is there a Christian putting away of the leaven, but also a Christian 

paschal sacrifice. The passage gains much by the omission (with the 

best authorities) of the words dmép vudv, which blunt the point of the 

Apostle’s reference. All we want here is the fact of the sacrifice. 
7d wdoxa] ‘the paschal lamb’: as frequently in the Gospels, Matt. xxvi. 
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17 gayeiv rd mdoya, Mark xiv. 12 76 mdoxa eOvov...va ayns TO wacxa, 
comp. ver. 14, Like xxii. 7, 11, 15. 

érb0y] ‘was sacrificed’ on the Cross. The A. V. loses the point 
by translating as a present or perfect. The reference is not to the 

passover as a type of Christ’s sacrifice, but rather to this sacrifice under 
the figure of the Paschal Feast. It is not the old as signifying the new, 

but the Paschal Lamb of the new dispensation. 

Xprorbs] ‘even Christ,’ 
8. oprdtoper] ‘let us keep perpetual feast.” Chrysostom grasps the point 

when he says (p. 175) €oprijs dpa 6 mapa katpds...deuxvs Gre mas 6 xpovos 
€opriis €ore Kaipos Tois Xpirriavois ba Thy vrepBorny trav Sobevrav dyabav. 

There is some resemblance to St Paul’s language here in Philo de sacrif. 

Abel. et Cain. 33 (1. p. 184 5q.) rd roivey hipapa...ijpeis eopev avrot...povos dé 

éoprater tiv rovadtyy eoprny 6 copes «.7.A., but he is not speaking of the 

passover. 
kaklag kal rovyplas] ‘alice and villainy.’ Kakia is the vicious disposi- 

tion, zronpia the active exercise of it. The words occur together in Rom. 

i. 29. See Trench MV. 7. Syz.§ xi. p. 37s8q. and the note on Col. iii. 8 

kakiav. 

ddnOelas] In the widest sense of the word: comp. John iii. 21 6 mov 

thy ddnOevay. This exercise of truth extends throughout all the domain of 

moral life: see Eph. iv. 15 dAnOevovres év dyamn ‘holding the truth’ i.e. 

speaking and doing the truth. We have parallel applications of the 

metaphor in the sub-Apostolic age: Ign. Magn. 10 (where it applies to 

the leaven of Judaism) tmépOeobe ody thy kaxiy Cipny tiv madawbeioar, Kal 

évo£icacay, Kat petaBdadrecbe eis véav Cupny os oti Incovs Xpicros, Just. 

Mart. Dzal. 14 p. 114 todto ydp ort 7d cUpBoroy Trav dtipor, iva py 

Ta waka ths Kaxjs Copyns epya mparryte K7.d., Clem. Hom. viii. 17 6 

cbs avrots domep xaxny Ciuny é&edeiv eBovdero. For eiAtkpwias see 

on Phil. i. 10 eiAckpuveis. 

It has been suggested with great probability that we have in this verse 

a hint of the season of the year when the Epistle was written. This was, 

we know, towards the end of the Apostle’s stay at Ephesus, which place 

he hoped to leave about Pentecost (1 Cor. xvi. 8). It is thus probable 

that the Jewish Paschal Feast was actually impending. The natural way, 

however, in which the mention of the Passover arises here out of the 

proverb just quoted, deprives this suggestion of much of its force. 

Similarly a passage in the Second Epistle may have been suggested by 

the Feast of Tabernacles. The reference in 2 Cor. v. 1 sq. seems to be 
a comparison between the removal into their permanent dwellings after 

the destruction of the temporary booths, and our removal to a ‘house not 

made with hands’ after the destruction of ‘our earthly house of the 
tabernacle.’ If we follow the narrative in the Acts, we see that the Second 

Epistle would probably have been written about the time of the Feast of 

Tabernacles. 
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9. eypaipa «.tA.] ‘2 wrote unto you in my letter? The Apostle is 
reminded here of general instructions which he had sent them in a former 
communication, and in the spirit of which he asks them now to act. The 

expression imperatively demands the hypothesis of a previous letter. This 
necessity does not lie in the word @ypaya, which might stand equally in 

the beginning or middle of a letter as at the end: see the note on 

Gal. vi. 11 mpdixow tpiv ypdupaow eypayya, where the question of the 
epistolary aorist is gone into and instances given, Philemon 19, 21 Zypawa, 

Col. iv. 8 &repapa with the notes, and Biblical Essays, p. 275 (note 1). In 

the Martyrdom of Polycarp for example immediately after the salutation 

occurs (§ I) an epistolary aorist éypayapev vpiv, ddeAdol, ra Kara rods 
Baprupyoavras Kal roy paxdpioy TloAvKapmoy x.7.A., giving the purport of 

the letter of which it is the opening sentence. But the theory of a 
previous letter is rendered necessary by the words év rn émurodg, which 
are quite meaningless if applied to our extant Epistle. It is true that 7 

émotoAn is a phrase used sometimes of the letter itself in which it occurs 
(Rom. xvi. 22, 1 Thess. v. 27, Col. iv. 16, and probably 2 Thess. iii. 14, see the 

notes on the last three passages) ; but in all these cases the expression 

occurs in a postscript, when the Epistle is considered as already at an 

end. These instances therefore are not to the point, and the same can 
be said of Martyrdom of Polycarp § 20 rnyv émorodny Staréuaobe, where 

the document is regarded as concluded. But we have no example of the 
phrase occurring in the middle of a letter as here. Nor is the case 

met by the theory propounded by Stanley of a postscript note consisting 

of 1 Cor. v. 9—13 subsequently incorporated in the middle of the Epistle. 

For apart from the awkwardness of this hypothesis, the whole passage 

hangs together in close connexion of thought: ver. 9 yy cuvavapiyvucdae 

mépvos arising naturally out of the mention of the leaven in vv. 6—8, and 
vi. I xpiveoOa being directly suggested by the xpiveuw, xpivere of vv. 12, 13. 

These links would not exist, if that theory were true. The hypothesis of 

a previous letter is as old as the first Latin commentator Ambrosiaster, 

and is accepted by Calvin, Beza, Estius, Grotius, Bengel, Meyer and 

many others. It is likewise borne out by other expressions of St Paul to 
the Corinthians, viz. 2 Cor. vii. 8 ef xal éAvmnoa tpas ev TH emurroAR, Where 

the words cannot refer to the letter which he was inditing, but require a 

previous communication ; and especially 2 Cor. x. 10, 11, where the 

acknowledgement of the Corinthians that his ‘letters are weighty and 

powerful’ together with his own reply ‘Such as we are by letters when 

absent etc.’ cannot be explained quite satisfactorily by the single extant 

Epistle written before this date. See the whole question of lost letters of 
St Paul treated in PAzlippzans, p. 138 sq. There are extant two letters, 

one purporting to be from St Paul to the Corinthians, the other from the 

Corinthians to St Paul, both obviously spurious, but held as canonical by 

the Armenian Church (see Stanley Corinthians, p. 591 sq. and my note 

on vii. 1 below). 
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10. ob mévtws] ‘assuredly I did not mean.’ The ravros qualifies the 
ov, not the ov the mdvrws. This is at least an allowable meaning (probably 

the general meaning) in classical Greek, see Cope’s Appendix to Gorgias, 

Pp. 139sq., who however shows that od mdvu (we may extend the term to ov 
mavrws) need not necessarily mean ‘not at all’; and it becomes still more 

prominent in Biblical Greek as coinciding with a common Hebraism 

(Mark xiii. 20, Acts x. 14, 1 Joh. ii. 21, Apoc. vii. 16 etc., and 1 Cor. i. 21 

above). Compare Clem. Hom. xix. 9 xal 6 érpos, OU ravrws" épdpev yap 
moddovs Tov advOpdrav ayabods brras, Epist. ad Diogn. 9 ov mavrws épndo- 

Bevos Tols Guaptnpaow judy Grd’ dvexdpevos, where it would be impossible 

to give the sentence the meaning that God was ‘not altogether pleased’ 

with sin. Taken by itself the passage before us is not decisive, and 

might imply ‘it was not altogether my meaning’; but with the examples 

cited it is better to render it, as above, in the sense ‘it was altogether not, 

assuredly not, my meaning’: compare Rom. iii. 9. 

i Tois wAcoveKTars Kal Gpratw 7] eiSwAoddtpats] Kai is the right reading. 

On the false interpretation of meovéxrais here to denote sins of sensuality 

see the note on Col. iii. 5. The xai connects mAcovexrars with dpragw, 

which together form one notion; eiwAoAdrpas introduces another, 

though a kindred, idea, see Col. 1. c. and Eph. v. 5. 

el8wAoAdtpais] Here again Stanley without sufficient reason attempts 

to put into this word a reference to sins of sensuality. The fact is there 

was a strong temptation for Christians living among heathen to play fast 

and loose with idolatrous rites. These rites might be licentious or not, 

but this further idea is not conveyed by the word itself. We have a 

prospective reference here to the discussion which is introduced subse- 

quently (ch, viii.) upon efdoAdOura (see esp. x. 21 rpamé(ns Saypoviav). That 

this danger of idolatry even in the Christian Church was not an imaginary 

one appears from the warning given in 1 Joh. v. 21 rexvia, @uAdEare éavrad 
amd Tav eidddov. 

The word eiSoAov has a curious history. It originally means ‘a 

phantom, shadow,’ and so ‘unreality’ as opposed to genuine truth. This 

is the sense in which Bacon uses the word ‘idols’ in his Novum Organum, 

implying idle phantoms which lead men astray. It was then happily 

applied in the Lxx. to false gods, as a translation, among other words, of 

the Hebrew baby, ‘nothingness.’ In the next stage, the word was applied 

to anything used as a representation of these false gods, and thus had 

attached to it an idea the very reverse of its original meaning, viz. a 

tangible, material god as opposed to the Invisible God. The passage 

before us marks the first appearance of the compound eSwdoAdrpys. 

émel dcelAere dpa] The imperfect is the correct reading both from 

a vast preponderance of textual authorities and from the sense. ‘Ye 

ought to have done something, which has not been done,’ is the meaning 

of the imperfect, ‘ye ought to do something,’ of the present. The dpa 

declares the émei to be conditional. ‘Since in that case it would have 
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been your duty, which it is not, to leave the world wholly.’ See vii. 14 
below, and comp. xv. 15 elirep dpa. 

II, viv 88] is ethical not temporal, ‘as matters stand, ‘the world 

being what it is.’ Comp. Rom. iii. 21, and esp. 1 Cor. vii. 14 émet dpa...viv 
be, Heb. ix. 26 émei eet...vuri dé drag. The misinterpretation of éypaya 

(ver. 9) has been partly aided by taking viv in its primary temporal 

sense, 
AseAdds svopaLspevos] ‘called a brother, but not really deserving the 

name: comp. Rom. ii. 17 "lov8aios émovouaty. 
AolSopos] Here again Stanley (on vi. 10) sees a reference to sins of 

sensuality ; but there is no indication of any such connexion in the N. T., 

see esp. I Pet. iii. 9. 
pébveos} This is an instance of the not unfrequent phenomenon of a 

word used first in a comic sense, which in later times becomes part of the 

common stock of language, having lost its original ludicrous character. 

This is what is meant by grammarians who say that in Attic the word is 

never applied to men but to women. Pollux vi, 25 9 dé yur) pedvon Kal 

peOvorpia Tapa OcoTéur@ TO KopiKd: 6 yap péOvoos emi avdpav Mevavdpo 

6¢8606a, which we may illustrate from Meineke Comm. Fragm., Menander 

IV. p. 88 mdvras peOvoous Tovs eumdpous moet, quoted originally in Athen. x. 

p- 442 D. Thus it was originally ‘tipsy,’ rather than ‘a drunkard’—Lucian 

Timon 55 péOvoos kai mdpowos ovk axpis @Oijs Kal dpxnorvos povoy adda kal 

Aowdopias kal dpyiis. Other examples of words casting off all mean associa- 
tions in the later language are WopiCew (1 Cor. xiii. 3) and yoprdatew 

(Phil. iv. 12): see also other instances in Lobeck Phrym. p. 151sq. The 

elevation of ramewoppoovvn under Christian influence is noticed in the 

note on Phil. ii. 3. 

12. ods ew] ‘those outside the pale’ of the Church : see on Col. iv. 5. 
ody «.7.A.] Two points in the punctuation of this passage require a 

notice. (1) Is ovyi to be taken separately ‘nay, not so,’ in which case 

kpivere would become an imperative? No; for (2) wherever ovx! is so 

taken in the N. T., it is always followed by dAAa (Luke xii. 51, xiii. 3, 5, 

xvi. 30, Rom. iii. 27): (4) the sentence is not a direct answer to Ti ydp poe 

K7.A. Odxl therefore is best taken with rods grw. (2) Is xpwei to be 

read or xpives? The present tense is probably right, (2) because more 

suited to the context, preserving the parallelism better ; (4) because more 

emphatic and more in accordance with usage, comp. vi. 2 xpiverat, 

Rom. ii. 16, John viii. 50 6 ¢yrév Kai xpiver. 

13. édpare «.7.A.] An adaptation of the command given Deut. xvii. 7 

kal é€apeire Tov movnpoy e& vay avray, and repeated elsewhere (with varia- 

tions éapeis, ro movnpov) of sins akin to this (Deut. xxii. 21 sq.). On e& 
vpav avrav Bengel remarks ‘antitheton externos.’ 



CHAPTER VI. 

(4) The Corinthian brethren apply to heathen courts to decide 

their disputes (vi. I—9). 

1. The close of the last paragraph suggests a wholly different subject. 

The Apostle had incidentally spoken of the right and wrong tribunals for 

judging offences against purity. Hence he passes to the question of 

litigation in heathen courts. 

Top tis ipdv mpaypa exov] ‘ToAwa grandi verbo notatur laesa 
majestas Christianorum’ says Bengel. WUpayua is the proper technical 

term for a lawsuit: for its forensic sense see the references in Meyer, 

and compare the technical sense of ‘negotium’ and ‘res.’ 

Kplveo Oar] ‘Zo go to daw, as in Matt. v. 40 r@ OéAovri oot kptOnva. The 

propriety of the forensic terms used here by St Paul is noteworthy : it is 

otherwise in Gal. iv. 1 sq., where see the notes. 

tov dSlkev, tav dylov] The word adios is borrowed from Jewish 

phraseology, just as 8ikavos was a faithful Israelite. It is chosen here 

rather than any other word, (1) because it enhances the incongruity of the 

whole action of seeking justice at the hands of the unjust : (2) because of 

the alliteration : see the note on Phil. ii. 2. On the rabbinical prohibition, 
which was based on Ex. xxi. 1, see Meyer, p. 163. 

2. dv Kéopov Kpwotow] A reminiscence of Wisdom iii. 7, 8 év capo 

émirxorjs adtay dvaddpoucw...kpwodow €Ovy kal kparncovow Aady, of the 

souls of the righteous, which is decisive in favour of the future here: 

compare for the idea Daniel vii. 22 75 xpipa ¢dwxev dyiows viorov. This 

office the saints will hold by virtue of their perfected émiyvwors, their com- 

pleted communion with the judgments of the Great Judge. This is aneces- 

sary part of the ultimate triumph of good over evil. Just as the faithful shall 

reign with Christ as kings (2 Tim. ii. 12, Rev. xxii. 5), so shall they sit with 

Him as judges of the world. The thought is an extension of the promise 

made to the Apostles (Matt. xix. 28, Luke xxii. 30): comp. Rev. xx. 4. 

&y ipiv] ‘dcfore you, among you, ‘in consessu vestro.” This is a 

common use of év when speaking of tribunals: see Aristides de Socrat. 1. 
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p. 128 ev nyiv mpdras 6 Sidurmos éxpiveto, Thuc. i. 53. 1 év ducacrais, and 

other references given in Wetstein and Meyer. 

xplverar.] The present tense denotes the certainty of the event. With 

Him is no before and no after: see the note on 1 Thess. v. 2 épyera.. 
dvd£vol tore x.7..] i.e. unworthy to sit in the most trivial tribunals. 
kptrnp(av] The word xpirjpiov is said by grammarians to have two 

meanings, (1) ‘a tribunal, court of judicature’ (so in the Lxx. Dan. vii. Io, 

Judg. v. 10), (2) ‘a trial’; but no passage quoted appears to demand this 

latter sense. Such instances as Lucian zz accus. 25 ovdév nyetrat kpurnptov 

aAnbes etvat can readily bear the meaning of a ‘court of justice.’ St Paul’s 

injunction here is. echoed in Agost. Const. ii. 45 pay epxéoOw emt kpernpiov 

éOvixov. 

3. : pajreye] An elliptical sentence, ‘let me not say,’ and so, ‘much 

more.’ See the references collected in Winer § Ixiv. p. 746 and Wetstein 

ad loc. Itis frequent in the classics: e,g. Demosthenes Olyuzh. B. p. 24 

ovde Tois pidots emirarrewy Umép avrov Tu rotetv, pyteye OF Tois Oeois. 

Biwrikd] ‘chzngs of this life” The word occurs also in Luke xxi. 34 

pepipvas Biotixais,, comp. Clem. Hom. i. 8, Buotixa mpdypara, Marc. 

Anton. vi. 2 rév Biorixdy apdfewr. There is an important difference 

between Bios and (wy. Zon signifies the principle of life, Bios the circum- 

stances and accidents of life ; thus (7 is vita qua vivimus, Bios vita quam 

vivimus. With Aristotle Bios is the more important word of the two. He 

calls it Noyexy Coq : hence it follows that his conception of life was a low 

one. But when we come to the N. T., the principle of life is no longer 

physical but spiritual: accordingly (wi is exalted, while Bios remains at 

its former level. In the N. T. («7 is commonly, but not universally, used 

of the higher spiritual life, Bios is always employed of the lower earthly 

life, e.g. Luke viii. 14 rév jdovdy rod Biov, 2 Tim. ii. 4 rots rod Biov mpay- 

pariats, I Joh. ii, 16 9 dAagovia rod Biov, that is to say of the external 

concomitants of life. Thus Bios expresses the means of subsistence 

(Luke xv. 12, 30, xxi. 4, and 1 Joh. iii. 17, where it is contrasted with the (a7 

of two verses earlier). For the contrast of the two words compare Origen 
c. Cels, iii. 16 rept tis EEjs TS Bip Toro Cwijs mpopynrevoavros, Clem. Hom. 

xii. 14 rod Cyy rév Biov peradddéa. See also the note on Ign. Rom. 7. 

4. ods :eovPevnpévovs] Several modern commentators take the sen- 

tence as though xa@itere were an indicative interrogative, and rovs 

éfovOevnuevous ev rH ex. equivalent to ‘the heathen.’ But apart from the 

awkwardness of the interrogative coming at the end of so long a sentence, 

this rendering is open to two serious objections : (1) the force of peév ody 

‘nay rather’ is obscured, and equally so if we take pev merely to corre- 
spond to an unexpressed 8¢, (2) rovs e£ouPewnpeévous is a strong phrase to 
apply to the heathen without any further explanation. It appears best to 
render as the E. V., and to consider the clause to mean ‘ those possessed 

of high spiritual gifts are better employed on higher matters than on 

settling petty wrongs among you, and thus serving tables.’ Compare 

14—2 
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Origen c. Cels. iii. 29 ad fin. ris yap otk dv épodoynoat Kal rods xelpous rey 
dré rhs ékeAnoias Kai ovyKpice BeATisvar EXarrous TOAAG Kpelrrous Tuyyxavew 

Tav év rois Sypous éxkAnowsv; and the Jewish dictum (Sazhedr. fo. 32 a) 

‘omnes idonei sunt ut judicent lites pecuniarias.’ 
5. ovtas] ‘has it come to this that,’ ‘is it to such a degree true that?’ 

The rendering of Meyer and others ‘things being so’ is less forcible. 

tm] ‘2s found) stronger than éore: see on Gal. iii, 28, Ovdels 

codes és, ie. ‘no one with sufficient wisdom to.’ 
dva péoov tov dSedod adroit] ‘Zo decide between his brothers’ The 

sentence is much abridged: ordinary Hebraic usage would require at 

least the insertion of ddcAgotd xat after dva pécov, The word rot 

ddekgod avrod conveys a reproach: ‘must his brothers go before 

strangers?’ This reproach is driven home in the next verse: ‘not 

only this, but brother goes to law with brother.’ Thus the very idea 

of brotherhood is outraged and a scandal caused in the sight of 

unbelievers. 

7. iy] ‘40 begin with, i.e. prior to the ulterior question of the 
fitness of Gentile courts. See Kiihner Il. p, 675, and comp. Xen. 

Cyr. iv. 1. 2 éyd peév Edpmavras tpas 7dq émawa. 

piv] to be separated from ody. It suggests a suppressed clause with 

6é, which would have run somewhat in this vein, ‘but ye aggravate 

matters by going before the heathen.’ 

édws]| ‘altogether; i.e. ‘before whomsoever they are tried’; or 
perhaps ‘under any circumstances,’ i.e. ‘whatever the decision may be.’ 

Arma tpiv éorlv] ‘zt zs a loss to you, a defeat’ ‘You trust to 
overreach, to gain a victory: it is really a loss, a defeat, before the 

trial even comes on.’ In Is. xxxi. 8 the word jrrypa is equivalent to 

‘clades’: in Rom. xi, 12 it is opposed to wAovros ; thus the two ideas 

given above can be predicted of it. 

ped” éavtdv] ‘wth yourselves’ The Apostle does not say per’ 
a\dnAov, for though the pronouns are often interchanged, the reciprocal 

éaurav differs from the reciprocal dAAjAwv in emphasizing the idea of 

corporate unity. See the passage from Xen. Mem. (iii, 5. 16) quoted 

on Col. iii. 13. *AAAwA@y here would bring out the idea of diversity of 

interest, €avréy emphasizes that of identity of interest: ‘you are 

‘tearing yourselves to pieces.’ 

8. tpets] Emphatic: ‘you, Christians though you are.’ 

9. cot Bacrdclav] The order, though unusual, is right here and 

adds to the force of the passage. ‘God is essentially just: unjust 

men may inherit the kingdom of this world, but God’s kingdom they 

cannot inherit.’ A similar transposition for the sake of emphasis 

occurs in Gal. ii. 6 mpocwmov Ocds dvOpamou ov AapBavet. 
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Their spirit, whether of sensuality or strife, ts inconsistent with 

hetrship in the kingdom of heaven (vi. 10, 11). 

Il. GANG dmedéducacbe] ‘but ye washed yourselves’: a reference to 

baptism. They were voluntary, conscious, agents : comp. Acts xxii. 16 

" dvacras Barticat kai dmddovca Tas dpaptias cov, where St Paul is narrating 

the circumstances of his own conversion. 

jydeOnre] ‘ye were consecrated’ The word is not to be taken in 

the technical theological sense of sanctification; but in that of eg. 

1 Cor. vii. 14 nylacra yap 6 dynp 6 dmioros év TH ‘yuvatki, comp. i. 2. 
This appears from the order of the words. 

BucardOnre] ‘ye were justified, i.e. by incorporation into Christ. 

The verb is used in Rom. vi. 7 also in connexion with the initial 

entrance into the Church by baptism. We have put ourselves in a 
new position: we are justified not simply by imputation, but in virtue 

of our incorporation into Christ. 

év TO dvépari, év rh mvedpart] There is a reference here to the external 

and to the internal essentials of baptism. Comp. Acts x. 48, xix. 5, 
1 Cor. i. 13. 

(c) The distinction between license and liberty applied to sins 

of the flesh (vi. 12—20). 

12. The new subject arises out of the preceding. Certain members 

of the Corinthian Church defend their moral profligacy on the ground 

of Christian liberty. Such a contention seems to us extraordinary ; 

but the glaring immorality of Corinth, where sensuality was elevated 

into a cultus, may partly account for it. It was thus difficult for converts 

to realize their true position, and they ran into the danger of extending 

the Pauline doctrine of adsagopa so as to cover these vital questions. The 

case of incest mentioned above obviously did not stand by itself (see 

2 Cor. xii. 21): the sin of sensuality was the scourge of the Corinthian 

Church. In his reply the Apostle opposes the true principle of liberty to 

the false, the Christian to the heathen. 

wdvta po. &errw] This is the principle pleaded by his opponents. 

The Apostle admits the principle, but qualifies it by the words dAX’ ov 

mavra ouupéepe. The opponents then return to the charge; and again the 

Apostle replies GAN’ otk éyd «7.4. This éyd points to a different person 

as being supposed to assert the principle. St Paul has an imaginary 

opponent before him. Not that St Paul denies the principle ravra pot 

eeorw: he himself asserts it quite as strongly. But the wavra, he says, 

are wavra adiddopa, and he disputes the application to sins of the flesh by 

examining this qualifying word. 

What then are ddvapopa? Two principles, he contends, are to be 

observed with regard to them: (1) scandal to others is to be avoided, 

(2) self-discipline is to be maintained. These are the main, though not the 
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sole, considerations in the two replies; (1) od ravra ovpdépei, i,e. expedient 

especially with regard to their effect on others, (2) ove efovoracOjocopa 

Umno Twos, i.e. I shall not allow myself to be tyrannised over by any habit. 

This second idea therefore is the effect produced on one’s own moral 

character by the weakening of self-discipline. In x. 23 the same maxim is 
urged in the same form: but there both cupdepe: and oixoSopei refer to the 

effect produced on others, as the context seems to show (he is speaking of 

eidwAdbura) ; here the words are chosen so as to balance one aspect of the 
question with the other. Similarly, when the case of eiiwdd6vra is 

discussed at length (viii. 1—13), neither side is neglected: (1) od ovp- 

eper (viii. g—13), (2) ove eLovotarOyoopa (viii. I—8). 

€ovrrvacOryjcopar] The active efovord¢ occurs in Luke xxii. 25 with 

a genitive, the active in Lxx. (Neh. ix. 37, Eccles. ix. 17, x. 4). The 
present however is the only place where the passive appears, and in fact 

the use must be regarded as a slight straining of the Greek language. As 

a general rule we only find the passive of verbs which in the active take 

an accusative after them; but this rule has numerous exceptions in later 

Greek: e.g. S:axoveicOar (Matt. xx. 28), doyparifer Oar (Col. ii. 20). The 

subtle paronomasia of ¢éeort, éLovoiacOyoopzat should be noticed: ‘All 

are within my power ; but I will not put myself under the power of any 

one of all things.’ 

13. These half-converted Gentiles mixed up questions which were 

wholly different in kind, and classed them in the same category; viz. 

meats and drinks on the one hand, and sins of sensuality on the other. 

We have traces of this gross moral confusion in the circumstances which 
dictated the Apostolic Letter (Acts xv. 23—29), where things wholly 

diverse are combined, as directions about meats to be avoided and a 

prohibition of fornication. It was not that the Apostle regarded these 

as the same in kind, but that the Gentiles, for whom the rules were framed, 

did so. St Paul here carefully separates the two classes. The cases are 

quite different, he says. vst, as regards meats, there is a mutual 

adaptation, Bpdpara and xodla, each made for the other and both 

alike perishable. Secondly, as regards fornication, we have on the 

contrary, the body not made for fornication but for the Lord: the body, 

again, not perishable but with an existence after death. 
Bpdpara] This may have here a threefold application. (1) To eidwAddura 

(chs. viii. ix.). (2) To the Mosaic distinction of meats. These had been 

abrogated for the Christian and he enjoyed liberty. (3) To certain 

ascetic prohibitions which appeared early in the Church, such as 

drinking no wine and eating no flesh (Col. ii. 16, 21 with the notes 

and Colossians, pp. 86sq., 104 sq.). We have other traces of the 

same ascetic tendency at this time in Rom. xiv. 2 Adyava éoOle, and 
in ver, 21 of that chapter the Apostle deals with it on the principle 

laid down in this Epistle. Which thought then was uppermost in St 

Paul’s mind here? The large. space which the eidwAd@ura occupy in 
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the latter part of the Epistle points more especially to these, and the 
repetition of the same maxim (x. 23) in connexion with meats sacrificed. 

to idols confirms this view. But there is no reason to suppose that 
he is alluding to them solely. There was certainly an appreciable 

section of Judaizers in the Corinthian Church, and possibly there were 

ascetic Essene tendencies also. To all these alike the maxim would 
apply. 

kal raéryy Kal ratra] The same argument is used in Col. ii. 20o—22. 

7d 8& odpa «.7.A.] The case, argues the Apostle, is different here. 

It is the body and the Lord which stand to each other in the same 

relation as the Spwyara and xoNia. They are each for the other. 

The argument depends upon the Christian doctrine of the resurrec- 

tion of the body, and would be discussed more appropriately in con- 

nexion with ch. xv. Two remarks will suffice here. First, the idea of 

the resurrection of the body is in reality not a philosophical difficulty 

but a philosophical necessity to us. As far as we know of man, the 

union of the soul of man with an external framework is essential. We 

cannot conceive of man as not working through some such instrument. 

Hence the Christian doctrine commends itself to true philosophy. But, 
secondly, we must not suppose that the resurrection-body is like our 

present body. St Paul guards against this confusion (1 Cor. xv. 35 sq.); 

but it does add to the difficulty of most people that they cannot 
dissociate the idea of a body from the idea of flesh and blood. The 

resurrection-body need not have any particle the same as the present 

body. All we can say about it is that_it must be a body which, if 
not imperishable, is at all events capable of constant renewal. Of its 

form, structure, size etc. we cannot form any conception. But we 

may affirm that it must be an external instrument through which the 

man acts, an instrument which has its position in space. Many of 

our difficulties arise from forgetting that St Paul carefully guards 

against any supposition that it resembles our material body. The 

kowAia, with its eating and drinking, with its gratification of the senses, 

is perishable : the odpa will live on always. 

The moral import of this doctrine of the resurrection of the body 
is sufficiently obvious. It was the fashion of the Platonists and Stoics 

to speak contemptuously of the body, but in Christian theology the 
body is glorified because destined to be conformed to Christ’s glorified 

body (Phil. iii. 21). This moral aspect has had great influence in 
banishing such sins as the Apostle is contemplating here. 

It is noticeable that these three verses (12—14) contain the germ 

of very much which follows in the Epistle: (1) the great principle 

which is to guide the Christian conduct, (2) the question of eidwAddura 

involved in Bpw#para, (3) the conflict with sensual indulgences, (4) the 

doctrine of the resurrection of the dead. 

+@ Kuplw|] The Apostle does not argue this point. It is an axiom 
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which has its roots in the Christian consciousness. It is involved in’ 

the very profession of a Christian. 
14. Kal rav Kipuoy...cal spas] corresponding to the «at ravryy kal 

ravra of the preceding verse. ‘Hyas ‘and therefore our bodies,’ for 

the body is a part of the man. 

ééeyepet] The manuscripts present some interesting variants: (1) 

éfeyepei NCD2EKL f vulg. (but see below), Pesh. Harcl. Memph. Arm. 

Eth., Iren. (transl.), Tert. Archel. Method. Athan. etc., (2) é&eyeipe 

AD*PQ 37, 93 (but P 37, 93 efeyepei) de suscitat. (3) ééyyeipev B 67 

am. fuld, harl. suscitavit (but the confusion with suscitabit was easy). 

The choice must lie between the aorist and the future. If we prefer 

the former, we may compare Eph. ii. 6, Col. ii. 12, 13. This idea 

however, though strictly Pauline, is not the idea wanted here: for 

it is not the past resurrection of the spirit, but the future resurrection 
of the body, on which the argument turns, in accordance with other 

passages (as ch. xv. throughout, 2 Cor. iv. 14, Rom. viii. 11, 1 Thess. iv. 

14). Still é€jyepev is not impossible in this connexion. The past spiritual 

resurrection might be regarded here as elsewhere, e.g. Rom. vi. 5, viii. 11, 

as an earnest and an initiation of the future bodily resurrection. But on 

the whole egeyepet is the more likely reading and has the best documentary 

support. 

airov] The pronoun probably refers to Christ : comp. 1 Thess. iv. 14 

&:a Tod “Incod (in 2 Cor. iv. 14 the right reading is oiv Incov). We have 

both dvvajus cod frequently, and Svvapus Xpiorod (e.g. 2 Cor. xii. 9). The 

use of dua here rather points to the mediation of Christ in our resur- 

rection, but it cannot be considered as in any way decisive. 

15. péAn Xptrrot] The earliest application of this metaphor which 

plays so important a part in this and later Epistles. 

aipas] Not as the A. V. ‘take’ (which would be Aa@ov), but ‘zZake 

away’ It is robbing Christ of what is His own. Aipew ‘tollere’ is 

(1) either ‘to take up,’ e.g. Mark ii. 9 dpov rov xpdBarrov gov, Luke ix. 23 
dparo rév cravpdy adrod, John xi. 40 qpav ody rov Aidov: or (2) ‘to take 

away,’ e.g. Luke vi. 29 aipovros cov rd ipartoy, xi. 52 fjpare Thy KreEida THs 

yveoews; but never simply ‘to take.’ 
p) yévorro] On this expression see Gal. ii. 17, vi. 14. Like ov otSare 

(of this and the following verse) it is confined to this chronological group 

of St Paul’s Epistles, where it occurs thirteen times; but it is found also in 
Luke xx. 16. 

16. jj wépyy] The article marks the fact that she is considered no 
longer as an individual, but as the representative of a class. Compare 

John x. 12 6 pucOwros, 1 Tim. iii. 2, Tit. i. 7 6 émicxoros etc. 

trovrar yap «.7.4.] Taken from Gen. ii. 24. Several points require 

notice here. (1) As to the text. St Paul follows the Lxx., for the Hebrew 

text has not the words of duo nor have the older Targums. The additional 

phrase however appears, not only in the LxXx., but also in the Samaritan 
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Pentateuch, the Targum of Jonathan, the Peshito, in Philo (Leg. Allegor. 

§ 14, 1. p. 75 ed. Mangey, de Gigant. § 15, 1. p. 272, Lid. 1 in Genes. § 29. 
22 ed. Aucher), and invariably in the N. T. quotations (Matt. xix. 5, 

Mark x. 8, Eph. v. 31), and perhaps in some Rabbinical quotations also (e.g. 
possibly Beresh. Rad. 18). Still no such variant is at present known to exist 

in any Hebrew manuscript (see De Rossi Var. Lect. Vet. Test. 1. p. 4). 

But from this great number of independent authorities which contain the 
words we are disposed to think that they had a place at some time in the 
Hebrew text. (2) As to the interpretation. It is impossible to weaken 

the meaning of grovra eis here so as to make it imply less than the 
Hebrew idiom 5 yn ‘they shall become’: see esp. Matt. xix. 5, 6 grovrat 

of dvo eis cdpxa piav, where our Lord’s comment is explicit dare odkére eicly 

ddo GAG odpé pia. (3) As to the application. In Genesis l.c. the words 

are used of man and wife, the legitimate connexion of male and female. 

But, so far as regards the question at issue, there is no difference between 

the two cases. What applies to the one applies to the other also, for as 

Athanasius says év yap kal Touro kdkeivo T7 hice: rod mpayparos. (4) Lastly, 

as to the authority assigned to the passage. What are we to understand 

by gyaiv? Is 6 Geds to be supplied or 7 ypady? To this question it is 

safest to reply that we cannot decide. The fact is that, like Aéye:, pyoly 

when introducing a quotation seems to be used impersonally. This 

usage is common in Biblical Greek (Aéyes Rom. xv. 10, Gal. iii. 16, 

Eph. iv. 8, v. 14: @yow Heb. viii. 5,2 Cor. x. 10 v.1.), more common in 

classical Greek. Alford, after Meyer, objects to rendering g@yolv im- 

personal here, as contrary to St Paul’s usage. But the only other 

occurrence of the phrase in St Paul is 2 Cor. x. Io, where he is not 

introducing scripture, but the objections of human critics and of more 

than one critic. If then nol be read there at all, it must be impersonal. 

The Apostle’s analogous use of éyes points to the same conclusion. In 

Eph. v. 14 it introduces a quotation which is certainly not in scripture, 

and apparently belonged to an early Christian hymn. We gather there- 

fore that St Paul’s usage does not suggest any restriction here to 6 @eds 

or 7 ypapy. But we cannot doubt from the context that the quotation is 

meant to be authoritative. In the original the words are Adam’s ; but 

Adam is here the mouthpiece of God. Compare Gal. iv. 30 where Sarah’s 

words are adopted in the same way, and the quotation from Job v. 13 

given above (ch. iii. 19). 

17. & avetpa] The union is an inner spiritual union (Eph. iv. 4). 

The converse truth appears in Eph. v. 30. 

18. wav dpdprypa] ie. ‘every other sin.’ Even drunkenness and 

gluttony are in a certain sense ékrés rod odpatose 
els 7d (8tov odGpa] which is unnatural. See Eph. v. 29. 
19. 4 odk ot8are] Of the ten occasions on which this expression 

is found in this Epistle, six occur in this chapter. The others are 

iii, 16, v. 6, ix. 13, 24. It is used only twice elsewhere by St Paul 
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(Rom. vi. 16, xi. 2) and then in an Epistle of this group: but it appears 

in James iv. 4. 
The same truth is enunciated in iii. 16 in almost the same words : see 

the note there. The difference in application is mainly twofold: jist, 

here the expression rd odua vpdv means ‘the body of each one of you’ 
individually, while in iii. 16 the whole Christian brotherhood is regarded 
collectively as the shrine; secondly, there the sins attacked are hatred, 

strife and vainglory, here sensuality. F 

20. yopdcOnre yap Tinis] ‘for ye were bought with a price.” The aorist 
shows that the ransom was paid once for all: compare vii. 23, where the 

metaphor is developed. In the ordinary form of the metaphor, Christ’s 

blood is a Avrpoy (Matt. xx. 28, Mark x. 45) or dvriAvurpov (1 Tim. ii. 6); 
and the process of redemption, dwoAvrpects (Rom. iii. 24, Eph. i. 7, 

Col. i. 14, Heb. ix. 15), or simply Avrpwous (Heb. ix. 12). It is thus a 

ransom from slavery, from captivity, the purchase-money of our freedom. 

Here on the other hand it is spoken of as riy, that is to say, a trans- 

ference to another master, the purchase by which a new owner acquires 

possession of us, by which we become his slaves. In Rom. vi. 18, 22 the 

two, ideas are combined, éAcvOepwOévres 8€ did Tijs auaprias eSovAdOnre TH 

Sicatocury...€evdepwbévres dard rijs auaprias SovAwbertes Se TH Oecd. 

84] The word is hortatory, ‘now,’ ‘verily,’ ‘surely’; not ‘therefore’ 

as the A. V. renders it, which would be ody in N. T. language. For this 

use of 57 compare Luke ii. 15 8:éAOaper by, Acts xiii. 2 ddopicare dy pot, 

xv. 36 émorpéwarres 5) Karnyyeihaper. 
évy 16 odpat. tpav] So the Apostle’s genuine words end, as his 

argument requires. The addition of the T. R. cal év rG mvevpart dua 

Grivd ¢ortv Tod Oeod is condemned by the vast preponderance of ancient 

authority. But how came it to be added? I venture to think from some 

ancient liturgical use of the passage, thus: V. Sofdcare 87 rov Ocdv ev TH 

odpatrt tpaov. R. kcal ev To mvevpare tuav arwa éory rod Qeov. The 

response would then be incorporated in the text by scribes who re- 

membered the versicle. The influence of liturgical forms on the reading 

of the N. T. appears in the doxology added to the Lord’s Prayer in 

Matt. vi. 13, and the baptismal formula in Acts viii. 37. The early and 

curious Latin reading ‘glorificate et portate’ (or ‘tollite’) found in g, in 

Tertullian, Cyprian, Lucifer and the Vulgate, may perhaps be traced to a 

similar source, or may have arisen from a reading dpaye (comp. Acts xvii. 

27, Matt. vii. 20, xvii. 26) which was confused with dpare: see Reiche 

Comm. Crit. 1. p. 165, and the reading of Methodius, dpd ye dSogdcare (84 
omitted), which goes far to justify this suggestion. Chrysostom (zz 1 Cor. 

hom. xviii. § 2, p. 153 E) reads do€dcare 67 dpare rov Gedy, if his text is to 
be trusted (Saville read dpa re) ; but lower down (Hom. xxvi. § 1, p. 227 D) 

do£dcare 51 dpa rov Gedy, which probably represents more nearly his true 
text in both passages. 



CHAPTER VII. 

3. MARRIAGE, vii. 1—go. 

(2) To marry or not to marry. (b) Duties of those already married. 

(c) Advice to the unmarried, the widows, the separated (vii. 1—11). 

1. Tlept 8 av éypdivare] Here we have the first reference to the 
letter written by the Corinthians to St Paul. This letter must obviously 

have reached him later than the date of the Apostle’s letter to the 

Corinthians to which he alludes in v. 9: otherwise it would have received 

an answer in that letter. We may form a fairly complete idea of the 

contents of this letter of the Corinthians. It raised questions relating to 

marriage under various circumstances (see vii. 1); it contained a reference 

to eidwdddura, for we may infer from the way in which that topic is 

introduced that they had consulted St Paul about it (comp. viii. 1 wept dé 

trav cidwdoOiray with vii. 25 wept 6€ rav mapOévey: it is as though the 

Apostle were taking in detail the heads of their letter); it consulted him 
as to the conduct of women in church (xi. 2 shows that the connecting 

link is an allusion to something which the Corinthians had related); it 

raised the question of spiritual gifts. This also may be inferred from the 

form of the introduction of this topic in xii. 1 (wept d¢ rau mvevparekay). 

We may suppose that the letter was brought by Stephanas, Fortunatus 

and Achaicus, who by their presence ‘supplemented the deficiency’ of 
the Church (xvi. 17 16 tpérepoy vorepnua obra: dverAnpwoay), that is, 
explained more fully the condition of things by word of mouth. 

As I have already said (see on v. 9), there is extant in Armenian a 
spurious correspondence consisting of an epistle from the Corinthians to 
St Paul and of an epistle from St Paul to the Corinthians. These are 

included in the canon of the Armenian Church, and the translations 

which we have are made from the Armenian. They are given in Stanley’s 

Corinthians (ed. 4) p. 593 sq. in the English translation made in 1817 

from the Armenian by Lord Byron assisted by Aucher. See also Meyer, 

p. 6 and Fabricius Cod. Afocr. N. T. p. 918 sq. It is remarkable that 
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though this correspondence consists of two letters, and though St Paul 

mentions just two such letters, yet there is no analogy between the two 
sets of letters. There is no reason at all for believing that the forger 

intended to supply the lack ; or at least, if his work was suggested by the 
notices in 1 Corinthians, he has certainly performed it in a most slovenly 

way. 
Let us first take the spurious letter addressed by the Corinthians to 

St Paul. It begins in the name of Stephanus and the elders with him, 

no doubt intended to represent Stephanas and his companions (1 Cor. 

xvi. 17), They write to consult St Paul about certain heretics who are 

troubling the Church. Of these Simon (probably Magus) and Cleophas 

are mentioned by name. The heresies are described and St Paul’s 

advice asked. The Apostle is supposed to receive the letter at Philippi 

and to be a prisoner at the time. Thus the topics have nothing in 

common with the topics of the real letter of the Corinthians, and the 

circumstances are different, for the real letter must have been received by 

the Apostle at Ephesus. 

The so-called letter from St Paul to the Corinthians exhibits just the 

same divergencies from the real facts of the case. The one topic which 

we know for certain that St Paul’s letter must have contained is the 

direction quoted in 1 Cor. v. 9 yy cuvavapiyvucbar mopvos. There is 

however no reference whatever to this subject. The spurious letter of 
St Paul is an answer to the spurious letter to St Paul. The writer meets 

the case of the heresies by a declaration of the true doctrine of the 

Resurrection, and concludes with a warning against false teachers. 

Thus not only are the topics quite dissimilar from what we might have 

expected, but the order of the letters is reversed. The lost letter of the 

Corinthians was later in time than the lost letter of St Paul, whereas in 

the forged correspondence the letter of the Corinthians comes first in 
chronological order. 

Yet there is no flagrant anachronism in the Epistles. The heresies 

might very well be those of the end of the first or the beginning of the 

second century. In £/. Paul. ad Cor. 30 ‘but these cursed men hold the 

doctrine of the serpent,’ there is probably an allusion to the Ophites ; but 

I have given elsewhere reasons for supposing that this form of heresy was 

closely connected with that combated by St Paul in the Pastoral 

Epistles, and if so it must have been widely prevalent in the latter half of 

the first century. See the excursus in @zb/cal Essays (p. 411 sq.), where 

this question is fully discussed. This spurious correspondence then was 
an early forgery probably of the second century, but a very obvious 

forgery. Its genuineness however is maintained by Rinck (das Sendschr. 

a. Kor. and. Apost. Paul. Heidelb. 1823) who is answered by Ullmann 

in the Hezdelb. Fahrd. 1823. 
kaddv] ‘good, ‘right, comp. ver. 26; not ‘convenient.’ There is no 

qualification in the word itself; the qualifications are added afterwards in 
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the context. They are twofold. (1) With what limitations is celibacy 

good? These limitations are given in verses 2 and 9. Thus it is not 

good in all cases. (2) For what reasons is it good? These appear in 

vv. 26, 32sq. Celibacy therefore is only so far better than marriage in 
proportion as it fulfils these conditions. It may not however fulfil them 

in the case of particular men; and so with them it is not better than 
marriage, but the reverse. Further, the passage must not be taken alone, 

but in connexion with what the Apostle says elsewhere, Eph. v. 22—33, 

where he exalts marriage as a type of the union of Christ with the Church. 
In Heb. xiii. 4 ripsos o yauos év wacw «.7.X. the first clause is an imperative 

‘let marriage be respected among all,’ as appears from the true reading of 

the next sentence médpvous yap; it can therefore only be adduced as an 

argument here by a misinterpretation. In the passage before us xadov is 

not employed for caddy pév: the statement is made absolutely and the 

limitation d:a dé «.7.A. comes in as an after consideration. 

2. tds mopvelas} The phrase hints at the profligacy of all kinds which 

prevailed in the dissolute city (2 Cor. xii. 21). 

tkaoros, éxdory] An incidental prohibition of polygamy. Such a 

prohibition was by no means unnecessary at this time, when polygamy was 

recklessly encouraged by the Jewish rabbis: see Justin Martyr, Dzad. 134 

and the note on 1 Tim. iii. 2 psds yuvatxds dvdpa. The variation of the 
form rv éavrod yuvaika, roy tStov dvdpa is noticeable, the husband being, as 

it were, considered the lord of the wife. If this passage stood alone, it 

would be unsafe to build upon it; but this difference of expression 
pervades the whole of the Epistles ; e.g. Eph. v. 28, ras éauréy yuv., 31 Hv 
yuv. avrov, 33 THY éavrov yuv., as contrasted with Eph. v. 22, Tit. ii. 5, 

1 Pet. iii. 1, 5 rots idious dvdpdow, 1 Cor. xiv. 35 tous idious avdpas. 

3. vv ddedijv] Not a classical word in any sense: for though 

stated in Etym. Magn. to be used in Xenophon zepi mépav, it does not 

occur in the present text of the treatise: see Steph. Zhes.s.v. It is found 

in Matt. xviii. 32, Rom. xiii. 7. 
5. . et pate dv] If av is to be retained here, we must supply yévyrat ‘it 

should take place,’ see Winer § xlii. p. 380. For ay for dav see Winer 
§ xli. p. 364, who quotes John xiii. 20, xvi. 23, xx. 23. The use is classical 

also, e.g. Eur. Alc. 181 cddppev pév ove av paddor, edrvxns 8 ices, quoted 
by Alford. 

ocxoddonte]| ‘may devote yourselves to, literally, ‘may have leisure for.’ 

Thus the secondary meaning has eclipsed the primary, and cyod7y which 

originally meant ‘leisure’ becomes ‘work,’ ‘school’ (as in Acts xix. 9). 

Sxoddtew takes the dative (1) of the subject studied, pidccodia, orpareia, 

pabipacw, ois pido.s, TH Tod Néyou Siaxovia (Chrysost. de sacris) ; or (2) of 
the person teaching, Zwxpdre, TIddrwm, etc. It is used absolutely in 

Matt. xii. 44, Luke xi. 25 in its primary sense. 
ri] tporevx] The words rf vyoreia cal, which precede rq mpocevy7 in 

the T. R., are to be omitted by the vast preponderance of ancient 
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authorities. There are three other passages where similar insertions are 
made, supported by varying degrees of evidence. In the case of Matt. 
xvii. 21 the whole verse should be omitted ; it is wanting in NB, some 

old Latin authorities (e ff ), the Curetonian and Jerusalem Syriac, the 

Thebaic, in manuscripts of the Memphitic, and in the Eusebian Canons, 
a combination of authorities which shows decisively that the passage has 
been transferred from Mark ix. 29. In Acts x. 30 the words wjorevov kal 

are omitted in NBAC etc., the Vulgate, Memphitic, Armenian, etc., and 

where they occur are found in different positions, e.g. in D*, the oldest 

manuscript which contains them, ynorevor ry éevarny re kal mpoo- Here 

again there can be not a shadow of a doubt that they are an insertion. 

In Mark ix. 29 the case is somewhat different. The words kal ynoreia are 
omitted in NBk, a small but very formidable combination; and here 

again authorities which contain them present them in different positions 

as é€y moreia xat mpocevyn (Pesh. Arm. /Ethiop.). Hence, if retained, the 

phrase should certainly be bracketed as doubtful. 
The four passages represent what may be called an ascetic addition of 

later scribes. Yet too much must not be made of this fact. Though the 

tendency of a later age was to exalt fasting to a level with prayer, yet the 

highest authorities for the practice itself still remain in the example 

(Matt. iv. 2) and directions of our Lord (Matt. vi. 16—18), and in the 

custom of the Apostles (Acts xiii. 2, 3, xiv. 23) in pursuance of our Lord’s 

prophecy (Matt. ix. 15, Mark ii. 20, Luke v. 35). We must not however 

adduce in this connexion such passages as 2 Cor. vi. 5, xi. 27, because 

the context shows that in both cases év yyotreiats denotes involuntary 

fastings, like yyorets in Matt. xv. 32, Mark viii. 3. Thus the practice of 

fasting has abundant sanction in the New Testament; but it holds a 

subordinate place to prayer, with only a secondary value in so far as it 

promotes self-discipline or conduces to spiritual growth. 

dxpaclav] We must carefully distinguish two words spelt in the 

same way, (1) dxpdoia, a rare word, derived from xepavyype and akin 

to dkparos ‘unmixed,’ ‘untempered,’ used (Theophr. C. P. iii. 2. 5) of 
the climate or sky as opposed to evxpacia and equivalent to the Latin 

‘intemperies’; and (2) dxpacia, which we have here and in Matt. xxiii. 

25, the character of the dxparyjs (from xpareiv), opposed to éyxpdre:a, 
and expressed in Latin by ‘impotentia,’ ‘the absence of self-restraint.’ 
That this is the word meant here is evident from the juxtaposition of 

eykparevovrat (ver. 9). It is common in classical Greek (see Steph. 

Thes. s.v., Wetstein ad loc. Lobeck Phryx. p. 524), and found in 

passages which set at rest the question of its derivation, e.g. Xen. 

Mem. iv. 5. 7 t@ akparei...adta yap Symov ra évavria coppoctns Kai 

dxpacias Epya éori, Arist. Eth. Vic. vii. 1 passim where it is contrasted 

again and again with éyxpdreia and associated with dxparjs and dxpa- 
teveoOa. It is apparently the usual form in Aristotle, though dxpdreia 

appears also (de virt. e¢ vit. p. 1250 ll. 1, 22 ed. Bekker). It is found 
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likewise in Plutarch (Aor. p. 4468B) associated with dxparjs. A similar 
form is yuvatcoxpacia which occurs side by side with -yuvatxoxparia. 
Owing to their similarity of sound and meaning dxpdoia and dxpacia 
are frequently confused: see Steph. Zhes. s.v. 

6. odro 8 Aéyw] To what does the Apostle refer? Not to the 

previous verse only, or to part of it; but to the general terms of the 

preceding paragraph (vv. 2, 3, 4, 5), especially to verse 2 as involving 

the rest, to the recommendation, that is to say, of the marriage state 

with all its obligations. 

kara cuyyvaouny ob kar émurayiy] ‘dy way of concession, not by way of 
command. It is permissive, not. imperative. ‘I do not give this as a 

binding rule (e.g. yuvatka éxér@). I state it as what is allowable. If 

I had my way, I should desire all men to live a celibate life in continence 

like myself,’ 
The rendering of the A. V. ‘by permission, not by commandment’ 

seems to imply ‘though I have no command from God, yet I am permitted 

by God to speak this’ ; accordingly ver. 25 émirayjv Kupiov ovk ty@ yvouny 
dé didope is frequently referred to in the margin of English bibles to 

illustrate this verse. It is conceivable that the translators of the Author- 

ised Version intended this to be the meaning, though the passage is 

otherwise and, as I think, correctly explained in a note in the Geneva 

Version. This interpretation however in itself is hardly possible, much 

less probable. True, it has in its favour ver. 25 quoted above, also kar’ 

émurayny used elsewhere (Rom. xvi. 26, 1 Tim. i. 1, Tit. 1. 3) of the divine 

commands. But neither the. verb ovyywdoxo nor the substantive 
ovyyvepn is used of God in either the LXx. or the N. T., nor would it be 
an appropriate word to employ, for it contains by implication the notion 

of fellow-feeling and the like. Nor does this meaning suit what follows 

G&dw dé «7.A. On these grounds therefore it is better to explain the 

passage in the sense given above. 

7. @édw 88] ‘on the contrary I desire’ Aé is undoubtedly the correct 
reading, yap being a correction for the purpose of simplification. While 

yap would connect this verse with the whole preceding sentence, de 
attaches it more particularly with the last clause ov car émurayny. 

ds kal éuaurév] ‘as myself’: comp. ver. 9 bs Kdyo. The obvious 

interpretation of this and similar passages is that St Paul was unmarried. 

On the other hand Clement of Alexandria (Strom. iii. 6, p. 535 ed. Potter) 

states the opposite ; but then he gives his reasons. He is arguing against 

the Encratites and referring to Phil. iv. 3 says ev rw émuroAq THY avrod 

mpooayopevew ovvfuyov: he then goes on to add that though the Apostle 
had a wife, he did not ‘lead her about,’ as he had a perfect right to do 

(1 Cor. ix. 5). It is clear therefore that Clement’s view had no support 
from tradition, but was an inference from St Paul’s own language. 
Tertullian (2d Uxor. ii. 1) and almost all the other fathers speak of St Paul 
as unmarried. Origen (on Rom. 1. p. 461 ed. Delarue) characteristically 
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gives both explanations (Paulus ergo sicut quidam tradunt cum uxore voca- 
tus est de qua dicit ad Philippenses, etc.) and follows his master Clement 

but with hesitation (si vero ut aliis videtur sine uxore etc.). To say 

nothing of the grammatical difficulty of the masculine form yrjote ovvtvye 

being applied to a woman, the verse we are considering is fatal to that 

interpretation of the passage, and the contention of Clement and Origen 

therefore falls to the ground (see the note on Phil. lc.). In these latter 

years of his life the Apostle certainly had not a wife living. There is 

however one argument which needs consideration in favour of his having 

been married earlier in life and being at this time a widower. It wasa 

maxim of the rabbis, at all events of a later date, that no one could bea 

member of the Sanhedrin or sit in judgment on a capital offence, except 

one who was not only a married man but a father (Sazh, fo. 36 6); because 

such a one was more likely to take a merciful view of an offence. Now 

St Paul says (Acts xxvi. 10) expressly that he recorded his vote against 

those who were condemned to death on the charge of Christianity. Hence 

it is contended that at that time he must have been a married man. But 

this inference depends on two points both very precarious: (1) that 

karyveyxa Wijor is to be taken literally, (2) that the regulations laid down 

by the later Talmudists held good at the time of which we are speaking. 

Against this highly precarious hypothesis we may set two considerations, 

(a) that wife and children are never once hinted at, but everything points 

the opposite way: he goes about as one entirely free from such ties: 

(4) the whole passage before us implies that the Apostle lived a celibate 

life throughout, and lived it in continence. 

xdpirpa] It was such, for it was an instrument for preaching the 
Gospel. Others might have other gifts, might serve God in other ways ; 

but this which enabled him to keep himself free from all earthly ties was 

to the Apostle a special grace. Comp. xii. 4, Rom. xii. 6, 1 Pet. iv. 10, and 

for the wide use in St Paul the notes on i. 7 above and Rom. i. 11. 

ottws, ovrws] The maxim therefore is thrown into a general form. It 

is quite comprehensive : each man has his own qualifications for serving 

God and it is his business to realize them. On ovras otros see 
Judg. xviii. 4, 2 Sam. xi. 25, xvii. 15, 2 Kings v. 4, references given 
in Meyer. 

8. ots dydpots] i.e. the unmarried of both sexes; not to be rendered 
‘widowers’ as though corresponding to rais yypais. 

9. otk éyxparetovrar] The negative belongs closely to the verb and 

the phrase is to be treated as one word; otherwise it would be py. 
Grammarians tell us that dkxpareveo@a: is a solecism, though used by 

many, as Menander (Lobeck Phryn. p. 442 dxparevecOat' ddoxipm dvre 
otye woddol xpavra Toir@ TO dvdpare Kal Mévavdpos* A€ye ody ove éykpar- 

everOa). “AkpareveoOat however occurs several times in Aristotle (see 
index to the Nicomachean Ethics). On the other hand there is no such 

classical authority for éyxparevecOa. St Paul would doubtless have used 
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axpareveoOat, if it had served his purpose ; but it would have conveyed a 

darker shade of meaning than he intended. "Eyxpareveo@ac occurs in 

Gen. xliii. 30, 1 Sam. xiii. 12. 

10. od éyd d\Ad 6 Ktptos] The common conception of this phrase 
is quite wrong. It is generally thought that the distinction on which St 

Paul insists is the distinction between Paul inspired and Paul speaking of 
himself, between an utterance ex cathedrd and a private opinion. The 

real difference is between the words of Paul the inspired Apostle and the 
express command of Christ Himself. We are expressly told that our 
Lord did prohibit divorce (Matt. v. 32, xix. 9, Mark x. 9, 11, 12, Luke xvi. 

18). The nearest approach to St Paul’s language is Mark x. 9 6 ody 6 
Ccds cuvélevEev dvOpwros py xwopi(éro. In Matt. v. 32 an exception to the 
rule is allowed mapexros Adyov mopyeias; but St Paul does not think it 
necessary to add this qualification, because it would be understood of 
itself. Indeed it is not found in the other Gospel passages, except 

possibly in Matt. xix. 9 where it occurs in the common text. 

pL xoptorOijvar, py ddtévar] For this distinction see the quotation 

from Bengel given on ver. 13. 

II. édv 8%...xara\Aayyto] The sentence is parenthetical: a caution 

being introduced as an afterthought. Compare ver. 15 ef d¢€ 6 dmotos 

xopileras yopiféodo, and ver. 21 dAX’ ef Kal dvvacae eAevOepos yevéobat 

padXov xpioa, where a great deal depends on the interpretation of this 

one clause: see the note there. 

(@) On the marriage relations of the believer wedded with the 

unbeliever, and on change of condition generally (vii. 12—24). 

12. ‘ots 8 Aovrots] Hitherto St Paul had spoken solely to Christians 

(in vv. 8, 9 to the unmarried, in vv. 10, 11 to the married). Now he 
turns to speak of mixed marriages between Christian and heathen. The 

use of of Aourot here of the Gentiles is akin to the use elsewhere in St 

Paul (Eph. ii. 3, 1 Thess. iv. 13, v. 6). 

Aéyw éyd] This is the right order of the two words; it corresponds 
with what goes before, mapayyéAdo ovk éyd dAAa 6 Kupios (ver. 10), and it 
is more emphatic in itself, comp. Gal. ii. 20. 

avn] is preferable to avr7 here, because of otros which succeeds in the 

next verse. 

ovvevsoxet] The compounding preposition shows that the man’s 

consent is assumed. 

13. pa ddiéra] ‘Sedaratur pars ignobilior, mulier ; dzmdtt7t nobi- 

lior, vir : inde conversa ratione etiam mulier fidelis dicitur diémdttere: et 
vir infidelis, separard, vv. 13, 15. Bengel on ver. 10. 

tov dv8pa] This, the correct reading, is stronger than avrov. ‘ Let her 
not dismiss him, for he still remains her husband.’ 

14. aylarrat] Observe the large and liberal view which the Apostle 

here adopts. The lesser ‘takes its character from the greater, not the 

L. EP. 15 
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greater from the lesser. God does not reject the better because of its 

alliance with the worse, but accepts the worse on account of its alliance 

with the better. On this feature in St Paul’s theology see the note on i. 2 

KAnrtois dyiots. 
érel dpa] i.e, ‘since on the contrary supposition it follows that your 

children are unclean,’ a thing not to be thought of. This argumentative 

émel ‘since otherwise’ (which can stand alone without dpa) is not un- 

common in St Paul (xv. 29, Rom. iii. 6, xi. 6, 22) and elsewhere (Heb. ix. 

26, x. 2), and is followed by the indicative. 

viv 88 d&yid éoriv] ‘but, as ct ts, they are holy? St Paul regards this as 
an axiom. ‘It is allowed on all sides that the children of these mixed 
marriages are holy.’ The sense of the passage is clear enough, but to 

what objective fact does it correspond? Plainly the children of mixed 

marriages were regarded as in some sense Christian children. We 
cannot say more or less than this. 

It has been affirmed that this passage tells against the supposition of 
Infant Baptism as a practice of the Early Church at this time. Thus 

Meyer says, ‘weil darum die dyirns der Christenkinder einen andern 

Grund gehabt habe.’ But this is a mere fefitio principit. How do we 

know that it was not the very token of their ayorns that such children 

were baptized as Christians? This at all events was a definite overt act 

to which the Apostle might well make his appeal, as showing that they 

were regarded as holy. The passage is not to be pressed on either side. 

The Jews indeed had a maxim, that the child of a proselytess need not be 

baptized (Febamoth f. 78, ‘si gravida fit proselyta, non opus est ut bapti- 

zetur infans quando natus fuerit: baptismus enim matris ei cedit pro 

baptismo’). But this proves nothing, because it proves too much. If 

valid at all, it would be valid against ever baptizing one born of Christian 

parents. Asa matter of fact, the baptism of the Christian corresponded 

not to the baptism of the proselyte, but to the circumcision of the Jew, 

which was required of all alike. Thus no inference can be drawn here 

against the practice of Infant Baptism. On the contrary the expression 

tells rather in its favour. Certainly it enunciates the principle which leads 

to infant baptism, viz. that the child of Christian parents shall be treated 

as a Christian. 

15. 8 «7.A.] By parity of reasoning this includes by implication 
the unbelieving woman as well as the unbelieving man. 

év 88 elprfvy K.7.d.] ‘Out 2x peace hath God called us. This is not to be 
connected with what immediately precedes, as though it meant, ‘they are 

not, bound to a compulsory connexion which would be fatal in their peace.’ 

The words refer to the whole tenour of these directions, the first part of 

ver. 15 being a parenthetical limitation. What St Paul says is this: ‘Do 
not let any jar or conflict in the family relations arise out of your 

Christianity. Live peaceably with the heathen husband or wife who 

wishes to live with you. If a discussion is urged on their part, do not 
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refuse it. The Christian is not so enslaved by such an alliance that 
he or she may not thus be set free. But let the liberation be the 

work of another. Do not foster dissensions, do not promote a separation. 

Do nothing to endanger peace: peace is the very atmosphere of your 

calling in Christ, the very air which you breathe as Christians.’ 

16. tl yap olfas «.7.A.] This passage again is often wrongly inter- 

preted as though it meant, ‘separate yourself, for you cannot be sure that 

by continuing the connexion you will convert the unbelieving husband (or 

wife). Thus Stanley (p. 105) speaks of the injunction as ‘a solemn 

warning against the gambling spirit which intrudes itself even into the 
most sacred matters,’ and ‘a remarkable proof of the Apostle’s freedom 

from proselytism.’ But surely the Apostle would not have admitted this 

interpretation of his words. For (1) such a motive—the conversion of the 
partner—was not likely to be urged by the Corinthian Christians for 

remaining in this state of enforced wedlock; nor (2) was the Apostle 

likely to give prominence to the uncertainty of the result as a reason for 

seeking freedom. What he is really advising is the sacrificing of much 
for the possible attainment of what is a great gain though an uncertain 

one. If we look at the sense we see that though the possibility of 
succeeding in the conversion would be a highly adequate reason for 

continuing the connexion, yet on the other hand the possibility of failure 

would be a highly inadequate reason for closing the connexion. The 

interpretation of the passage depends upon the meaning to be assigned to 

ef in the phrase ri ofdas, ris ofdev etc. As a matter of fact, whether we 

should have expected it beforehand or not, these expressions, so far from 

emphasizing a doubt, express a hope: e.g. 1 Sam. xii. 22 ris oidev 

éAejoet pe Kvpos implying that there is a reasonable chance (comp. Esther 
iv. 14, Jonah iii. 9, Joel ii. 14 the only passages in the Lxx. under oiSa 

which illustrate the meaning). We therefore conclude that the whole 

sentence expresses a hope, and that St Paul’s meaning is that this saving 

of the husband (or wife) is worth any temporal inconvenience. 

17. epi «.rA.] A general maxim arising out of a special case, and 

illustrated below by the examples, first, of circumcision (vv. 18, 19), 
secondly, of slavery (vv. 20, 21). These illustrations are a digression 

which arises out of the general maxim. Ei py never stands for dAda; it 

is here as elsewhere in the sense of wAnv ‘only’: see Rom. xiv. 14, Jelf 

G. G. § 860, Winer § liii. p. 566, and the notes on Gal. i. 7, 19. 

ds pepepucev 6 Kipos, cs kékAqkev 6 @eds] Two variations from the 

reading of the T. R. are necessary. (1) The substantives should be 
interchanged in accordance with the vast majority of ancient authorities 

and St Paul’s own usage. For in all cases (1 Thess. iv. 7, Rom. iv. 17, 

viii. 30, 2 Tim. i. 9) it is God Who calls; on the other hand to assign 

external positions in the Church falls naturally to Him Who is the Head 

of the Church and is elsewhere associated with the distribution of such 

gifts (xii. 5 Ssaipécers Siaxondy eiolv kal 6 avrés Kupios, Eph. iv. 11). 

i—2 
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(2) Mepépixer, though only read by NB, is preferable to cuépirev; as 
balancing the perfect which follows, and as being in itself a rare form. 

The sense also is improved by the change of tense, ‘has assigned his lot in. 

life once for all.’ The word here refers entirely to the external conditions 

of life: Ecclus. xlv. 20 dmapyds mpwroyernudreav éuepicev avrois, 2 Macc. 

viii. 28. 
18. émomdcOw] ‘become as uncircumcised, efface the signs of his 

Judaism. This was done literally by renegade Jews, e.g. in the time of 

Antiochus (1 Macc. i. 15), comp. Joseph. Azé. xii. 5. 1. See Buxtorf, 

Pp. 1274 s.v. TW, Wetstein here and Schéttgen 1. p. 1159 sq. Here 

however the term is used as the symbol of a much wider application, e.g. 

the observance of sabbaths, festivals, etc. 

kékAntar] The change of tense from the aorist of the preceding clause 

may have been guided by the fact that as a rule the conversions of the 
Jews were earlier than the conversions of the Gentiles. 

19. We have the same sentiment expressed in Gal. v. 6, vi. 15. On 

independent grounds we know that our Epistle was the earlier one, and 

this quite accords with the evidence of the three passages considered 

together. The passage before us gives the original form. The maxim is 

two-edged, and both edges are used here. On the other hand, in Galatians 

ll. cc. it is applied only against the Gentiles who would become as Jews, 

Stanley rightly draws attention to the double assertion of the maxim in 

St Paul’s own conduct: the circumcision of Timothy as a child of one 

Jewish parent (Acts xvi. 3), the non-circumcision of Titus as a Greek 
(Gal. ii. 3). In its wider application the maxim reconciles the Apostle’s 

own conduct as a Jew among Jews (Acts xxi. 21 sq.) with his assertion of 

Gentile freedom (e.g.in the Epistle to the Galatians). It condemns those 

in our own time who insist on the absolute rejection of forms and those 

who maintain the absolute necessity of retaining them, as equally opposed 
to the liberty of the Gospel. 

Tépyois évrohdv @eot] In the corresponding passages the requisites 

are miotis 6: dydmns evepyoupévn (Gal, v. 6) and kaw kriows (Gal. vi. 15): 

see the notes there. Those who would contrast the teaching of St Paul 
with that of St James, or who would exaggerate his doctrine of justification 
by faith, should reflect on this ryjpyows evruAcy Ccod. 

20. é rij KAjoe] From this passage comes the common usage of 

the word ‘calling’ or ‘vocation,’ for our profession in life regarded as 
sanctified, as given to us by God. The sentiment which underlies this 

thought is essentially right, but as an interpretation of the Apostle’s words 
here it is quite wrong. Here, as always in the N. T., «Arjou is the 

summons to the knowledge of God, to membership in the Church, to the 

kingdom of Christ. KAjow is a good classical word, meaning (1) a 

designation or appellation, (2) an invitation, e.g. to a supper, (3) a 

summons or citation to appear as a witness or advocate in court. These 

last two senses form a connecting link with the N. T. use of the expression. 
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The calling of Christians into the kingdom is represented under the 
image of an invitation to a feast (Matt. xxii. 3, 4, 8, 11: comp. the 

technical use of xaAciv in Luke xiv. 7). But more than this, the language 

of Epictetus i. 29 § 46 pdprus tro rod Ccod KekAnpévos and § 49 raira 

péAXets paprupely Kal Kara xuvew THY KARoW hy KexAnkev [6 Oeds] reminds us 

forcibly of St Paul’s language here (cf. Eph. iv. 1, 2 Tim. i. 9), which the 

Stoic philosopher seems elsewhere to have caught (see PAzlippians, 

Pp. 313 sq.), though here he has put another meaning into it. In the N. T. 

the substantive occurs chiefly, but not solely (see Heb. iii. 1, 2 Pet. i. 10) 

in St Paul’s writings, and is applied both to the act and (as here) to the 

circumstances of calling. But the circumstances represent not the external 

condition to which God called us, but the external conditions in which 

God called us to a knowledge of Himself. 

21, GAN el kal «rd.] ‘but of it should be in thy power to become a free 

man, the rather avail thyself of the opportunity. Two opposite interpre- 
tations have been put upon this passage: (1) ‘even though it is in thy 

power to be set free, prefer to continue in slavery’; (2) ‘if it should be in 

thy power etc., prefer this freedom to remaining in slavery.’ In the first 

case the sentence (vv. 21, 22) is continuous ; in the latter, the clause dAN’ 

€i xal...uaAXov xpjoa is parenthetical, ‘in giving you this injunction I do 

not mean to prevent you from becoming free if opportunity offers.’ 
Of earlier commentators, Origen (in Cramer’s Cadena, p. 140) explains 

the slavery metaphorically of marriage and seems to take the phrase as 

recommending liberty. He mentions that of doerot épynvevrat interpret 
the passage of subjection to the ordinances of the law. Of those who 

explain the sentence literally and naturally, Severianus (in Cramer) takes 

it to recommend liberty; Photius slavery, and so Theodoret with qualifi- 

cations. Hilary (Ambrosiaster) is doubtful. Chrysostom mentions the 
interpretation which recommends liberty (rivés ro paddov ypHoas mepl 
édevbepias gaolv eipnodat), but prefers the contrary view. Thus the 

tendency of patristic interpretation is on the side of a continuance in 
slavery; and this we should expect, for while slavery was an existing 

institution, there would be a temptation to explain the passage as 

recommending the status guo. 

Turning now to the language, we may safely say that e «ai may bear 

both senses. It may mean ‘although,’ ‘even though,’ as in Phil. ii. 17 

GAN ei kal orévSopat, Col. ii. 5, Luke xi. 8 etc. ; or it may mean ‘if,’ as in 
Luke xi. 18 ef xal 6 Saravas,..dcepepicby : comp. dav cat (vii. 11, Gal. vi. 1). 
When however we come to consider the phrase paAXov xpyoa, it is much 

more natural to supply rf éAevOepia out of the eAedOepos of the immediate 
sentence, than 77 SovAeig out of the dovdos of a more distant clause. Again 

xpijoae in the sense of ‘to avail oneself of an opportunity offered’ is an 
idiomatic usage which occurs elsewhere in this Epistle, ix. 12 dAN’ ovk 

éxpnodueba rq eEovoia tra’rn, 15 ov Kéxpnuat ovdevi rovrwy, and is thus 
characteristic and forcible. 
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But the main argument in favour of the translation adopted in these 
notes is the extreme improbability that St Paul would have taken any 
other view. From the nature of the case the free man was in a much 

more advantageous position for doing God’s work than a slave who was 
fettered at every turn. Again, the Apostle’s own practice in his own case 

shows how strong was the sense of freedom which he carried with him. 

This he exhibits when he asserts more than once his rights as a Roman 
citizen (Acts xvi. 37, xxii. 25 sq.). 

Thus we conclude that the passage is parenthetical, a qualification of 

the Apostle’s general statement ,which precedes it, added lest he should 
be misunderstood. ‘In saying this, I do not mean but that, if you have 

the opportunity of gaining your freedom, you should avail yourself of the 

more advantageous position in which you will then be placed.’ Whatever 

the nature of the freedom may be, it is generally to be preferred to the 

slavery whatever it may be, if it come in a natural and lawful way. 

Compare the parentheses in vv. 11, 15. Thus the substantive to be 

supplied is 17 éAevOepia. 

22, 6 ydp...800d0s] ‘for he that ts called in the Lord being a slave’ ; 

comp. ver. 21. The expression év Kupi@ xaheiv, though unusual, occurs in 

1 Pet. v. 10, but not in Eph. i. 11, where éxAnpoOnpev is the correct reading. 

dmehetQepos] ‘freedman.’ A double process is indicated here. Christ 

first buys us from our old master, sin, and then sets us free. For this 

enfranchisement see Rom. viii. 2, Gal. v. 1. But observe that a service is 

still due from the /ébertus to his patronus. This was the case in Roman 

Law (see Becker and Marquardt, v. p. 211), which required the freedman 

to take his patron’s name, live in his patron’s house, consult his patron’s 

will etc. Compare the language of Ignatius (Rom. 4) éxeivor eAevOepor, 

éya b€ péxpe viv Sotdos: GAN édy wabw, amedevbepos "Incod Xporod, Kak 

dvaorncopa. év arg édevOepos. See the note on vi. 20 iyopdobyre yap riis 
above, where the double aspect of the Redemption, as an emancipation 

and as a transference of ownership, is drawn out. This second aspect is 
hinted at here in the word Kupiou representing the great Lord of all (see 

the note on iii, 5, above). But in effect freedom in Christ and slavery 

to Christ merely represent two sides of the same moral truth: for 

subjection to Christ is freedom from sin (Rom. vi. 18, 22). 

23. tuyiis Pyopdo@yre] See the note on vi. 20. 
pay ylverQe] ‘ decome not’: for it would be a change of state if they were 

to become slaves once more. Comp. Gal. iv. 31, v. 1. 

Sotho. dv@pdarwv] What is the reference here? There is nothing in 

the context which points to the meaning, and we have to look for the idea 

elsewhere in the Epistle. The allusion is probably to the insolent tyranny 

of their party-leaders (i. 12, iii. 4, 21); and if so, it can be well illustrated 

by 2 Cor. xi. 20 dvéxeoOe yap ef Tis Uuas Karadovdoi. 
24. In this verse St Paul repeats again the general maxim formulated . 

in ver. 17, emphasizing the saving clause, ‘in the sight of God,’ rapa Gee. 
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(e) On virgins specially (vii. 25—38). 

25. samepl 8 rdv rapévwv] This commences a new subject and (from 

the way in which it is introduced) probably another of the topics of the 

Corinthian letter (see on vii. 1). 
A preliminary question has to be settled. Does map@évor include both 

sexes? The use of the word in Rev. xiv. 4 is not decisive ; for obviously 

the term there was not a recognised term: otherwise St John would not 

have said further mapOévoe ydp etow—an addition which shows that he used 
the phrase xaraypyotixés. There is apparently no indication of this use 

until a much later period, unless Pzst7s Sophia, p. 146, be an example in 

Syriac (see Payne Smith, Zhes. Syn p. 624 sq.). But, it will be said, 

St Paul does immediately afterwards (vv. 26—28, 29—33) speak of both 

sexes. That is true; but the facts seem to be that the Corinthians 

consulted him about the special case of giving virgin daughters in 

marriage; whereupon St Paul generalised, first stating the guiding 

principle (ver. 27), then applying it to both sexes (vv. 28—35), and finally 

dealing with the special point which the Corinthians had put to him 

(vv. 36—38). 

émrayjiv Kvptov] ie. an express command, whether a directly recorded 
saying of our Lord (as in ver. 10), or a direct intimation to the Apostle by 

revelation. 

Aenpévos] Compare 1 Tim. i. 13, 16. ; 
26. totro kaddv trdpxew] ‘thzs ts good to begin with. It is thus the 

fundamental axiom, the starting-point, of the discussion that follows. 

KaAdv is used in the same sense as in ver. I, and the sentiment is nearly 

the same. °*Av@pem@ here includes both sexes. 

éverracav] ‘present, not ‘imminent.’ On this word see on Gal. i. 4, 
where this passage is referred to. 

dvdykyv] Persecution was impending. There were signs of a coming 

storm. The man, who kept himself free from the entanglement of 

earthly ties, would save himself from many a bitter conflict: he would’ 

not have to face the terrible alternative—the most terrible to sensitive 

minds—between duty to God and affection to wife and children. He was 

altogether more free to do and to suffer for Christ. A man who is a hero 

in himself becomes a coward when he thinks of his widowed wife and his 

orphaned children. The dvaykn, of which the Apostle speaks, might or 

might not be the beginning of the dvayxy peyddn (Luke xxi. 23). 

éru kadov «.7.A.] Governed, like the preceding clause, by vouito, but a 

new construction. 

otras] ‘ust as he zs,’ i.e. ‘unmarried, for he is speaking of them. For 
ovTws Compare ver. 40, Rom. ix. 20, John iv. 6. _ 

27. d€kvoa] ‘art thou set free from a wife’: not implying that the 
person addressed was ever married. It is complementary to dédeca 
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above. That this sense is legitimate appears from Xen. Cyr. i. 1. 4 

(quoted by Meyer) ér: kal viv adrévopa etvat Méyerat kal AeAvoOat an’ ddAyAwy. 

28. yapioqs, yipn] If this distinction is intentional, it certainly is 

not the distinction of classical usage between yapeiy for the man and 
yapetoOa of the woman (Lobeck Phryn. p. 742, Porson on Medea |. 264, 

Pollux iii. 45); for here the aorist active is used of the woman also 

éay yipq 4 mapGévos. So too ver. 34 9 yauyoaoca, 1 Tim. v. II -yapety 

Gédovow (xfjpat), 14 Bothopat vewrépas yapeiv. In all these cases the verb 

is used absolutely, but in Mark x. 12 éav avr) yauynoy dAXov (the right 
reading) it governs an accusative. On the other hand the classical 

distinction is preserved below in ver. 39 éAevOépa dorly & Oéder yaunOjvar. 

There is a tendency in scribes to alter the voice in order to bring it into 
conformity with the classical idiom; see Mark l.c. and Ign. Pol. 5 where 

mpeémet S€ Tois yauotar xal rais yapotoas has been corrected by the inter- 

polator into mpéze: S€ trois yauotor kat rais yapoupévacs (see the note there). 

"Eynpa (from yao) is an older form than éydynoa (from yauéw), which 
however is found in Menander and Lucian; both occur elsewhere in the 

N. T., éyqua in Matt. xxii. 25, Luke xiv. 20, éydunoa in Matt. xix. 9, 
Mark vi. 17, x. 11, and ver. 9 above. For the occurrence of an older and 

a later form side by side in the N. T., comp. xepdjow, xepdSava (1 Cor. ix. 
21, 22), ededvros, edcet (Rom. ix. 16, 18), and see Lobeck de orthograph. 

Graec. tnconst. (Path. 1. 341 sq.). 
% wapévos] taken as a typical case: comp. vi. 16 rf wdépvy. But the 

article here is doubtful. : 

éyd 8 x7] ie. ‘my object in giving this advice is to spare you 
suffering as far as possible.’ 

29. ovverradhpévos] The verb cuvoréAXeoOar is commonly used of 
persons to signify ‘to be depressed,’ ‘dejected’; as in 1 Macc. iii. 6 

cuveoTtadncay of avoyor awd Tov oBov avray, v. 5 cuvécretdev avrovs, 

2 Mace. vi. 12 wy cuvotéAdcoOar Oia Tas cupdopas, see also examples in 

Steph. Zhes. s.v. The question then arises, is ouveoraApevos here 

temporal or moral, of the contracted time or of the pressure of calamity ? 
Perhaps both ideas are implied in the phrase, but in the light of the 

context the temporal cannot be excluded (comp. Rom. xiii. 11). For 

oréd\decOat see the note on 2 Thess. iii. 6, and for the Apostle’s views as to 

the approach of the Second Advent the note on 1 Thess. iv. 15. 
éorly, 7d Nowrsv] This is the right reading: not 7d Aourdy éorw, nor 

Aourdv éorwv. How then is the expression 76 Nourdy to be taken, with what 
precedes or with what follows? To connect it with what follows in the 

sense given by the A. V. ‘it remains therefore that’ becomes impossible 

as soon as the true reading ré Aowroy for Aourdy is established. Two 

possibilities therefore remain: (1) to connect with the preceding sentence 

‘the season is short henceforth,’ which is flat and unmeaning; or (2) to 

consider the phrase as belonging to the subordinate clause iva.,.dow, 

but misplaced for the sake of emphasis, ‘the season is short, so that 
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henceforth’ etc. Such an anticipation of words for purposes of emphatic 
statement is characteristic of St Paul (see Winer § lxi. p. 685 sq.), 
especially with clauses introduced by iva: see Rom. xi. 31, 2 Cor. ii. 4, 
Gal. ii. 10, Col. iv. 16.and comp. John xiii. 29: and is on the whole to be 

preferred here. 

30. Sorrows and joys alike are temporary, are transient. In a 

moment all may be changed. Therefore to one who judges rightly, 

earthly grief is not over grievous and earthly joy not over joyous. 

ds pi) katéxovres] i.e. as not sure of absolute ownership. Compare 

2 Cor. vi. 10, and for the metaphor Lucr. iii. 971 ‘ Vitaque mancipio nulli 

datur, omnibus usu.’ 

31. of xpdpevor k.7.X.] The accusative (roy xécpov) is very rare after 
xpacba except in quite late writers (Malalas p. 5, Theophan. p. 314): it 

has very slight support in Acts xxvii. 17 BonOeias (v. 1. -as) éypévro, but 
occurs in Wisdom vii. 14 Oycaupds...6v of xpnoauevor (where the variant 
xrnodpevos is rejected by Tischendorf and Fritzsche). The construction 

however is found in a Cretan inscription of the second or third century 
B.C. (Boeckh C. Z, G. 11. p. 405). In the passage before us the accusative 

may have been influenced by the xaraypapevos which follows ; xaraypao0at 

often taking an accusative (A. Buttmann p. 157, Meyer ad /oc.), even in 

classical writers. It occurs however below with a dative, ix. 18 eis ro py 

karaxpnoacOa TH eEovoia pov. ; 
karaxpdpevor] ‘using up, ‘using to the full,’ comp. ‘abuti’ in Latin, 

which often takes this meaning. ‘Misusing’ would be mapaypopevo : 

* abusing’ of the A. V., though an archaism, well preserves the alliteration. 

33) 34. The interesting question of the reading of this passage falls 

under two heads. (1) kal pepéptoras xal is undoubtedly the reading at the 
end of ver. 33, the omission of the first cal in some manuscripts having 

been assisted by the fact that yuvaui immediately precedes it. (2) As 

regards ver. 34 three groups of reading present themselves : (a) y yurn 7 

ayapos kat ny TapOevos n ayayos supported by NAF 17, Memph., (0) 7 yur 
9 ayapos kat 1 mapOevos, BP Vulg. Bashm. Euseb. and others, (c) n yury cae 

n mapOevos n ayapos DFG 37, 47 fuld. Pesh. Harkl. Method. These 

variants originated probably in the accident that in some very early 

manuscript, through the carelessness of the scribe or amanuensis, the 

words 7 ayapos were written above the line or in the margin, and so were 

inserted subsequently in different places of the text. The choice seems 
to lie between (4) and (c). If we choose the first of these two alternatives, 

then we punctuate after xa! peyépiorae and render ‘and he is distracted,’ 

i.e. his allegiance is divided ; a rendering for which Achilles Tatius v. 24 

P- 343 may be quoted dyeuepioro woAdois dua THY Yuxyy, aldot Kai épy_ xal 
épwrt kai (ndorumig. The yury 7 dyapos is then ‘the widow,’ one who was 

once married and remains unmarried. If however we prefer the second 
alternative, we punctuate after yuvacei and after mapévos : and in this case 

pepnepiorat has a different meaning ‘there is a distinction between’ (as the 
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A. V. renders it). I venture to prefer this latter reading, though sup- 

ported chiefly by Western authorities, from internal evidence; for the 

sentences then become exactly parallel. There is just the same dis- 
tinction between the married woman and the virgin, as between the 

married and the unmarried man. The other view throws sense and 

parallelism into confusion, for kai peuépiora: is not wanted with ver. 33 

which is complete in itself. It also necessitates the awkward phrase 

7} yout kal j mapOévos pepiprG. The reading y yuvy  ayapos Kat 9 mapGevos 

7 ayapos illustrates the habitual practice of scribes to insert as much as 

possible, and may be neglected. 

35. Bpdxov émBddw] The rendering of the A. V. ‘cast a snare’ 

conveys a false impression as to the Apostle’s meaning, because it 

suggests temptation instead of constraint: St Paul’s desire is not to 

fetter their movements, the metaphor being that of the halter. Compare 

Prov. vi. 21 (quoted by Meyer) éyxAolwoa emt o tpaxyyd@ and Philo Vita 

Moys. iii. 34 (11. p. 173) Bdrérw (riv éx Ocod BonOeav) Bpdxous trois adxéot 

mepiBadXovoay kara Trav avrimddov EAxet Kara THs Oaddoons K.T.A. 
eimdpeSpov] A rarer word than edmpécedpov of the T. R., and better 

supported here. Similarly wapedpedvovres is the right reading in ix. 13. 

The form mdpedpos accurs in Wisd. ix. 4 rv trav cav Opdvev mapedpor 

cogiay ‘the wisdom which is attendant on thy throne.’ Like dreptoracras 

it is found here only in the N. T. 

36. tmépaxpos] ‘of full age, rather than ‘ past the flower of her age.’ 

37. These directions of St Paul must be judged in the light of two 

considerations. First, the recognized power of the father over his 

daughter, the ‘patria potestas,’ on which see Becker and Marquardt, 

v. 38q. Secondly, the way in which St Paul makes the question depend 

not on the wishes of the daughter but of the father, points doubtless 

to the form in which the matter was submitted to him in the letter of 

the Corinthians, viz. with special reference to the attitude of the father in 

such cases. 

(f) On widows specially (vii. 39, 40). 

39, 40. Itis impossible to say what led St Paul to add these last two 

verses. It is conceivable that we have here an answer to a question 

raised in the Corinthian letter, or the subject may have sprung from 

something which has gone before. But however this may be, we have 

here the origin of the metaphor which was worked out a few months 

later in the Epistle to the Romans (vii. 1—3). A parallel case has been 

noted already on ver. 19 with regard to the Epistle to the Galatians. 

The influence of the passage in the Roman letter is traceable in the 

interpolation of voum after déSerac from Rom. vii. 2, where it comes in 

naturally, the legal aspect underlying the whole passage. 
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39. ovov év Kuptw] This expression is generally interpreted to imply 

that she must marry a Christian husband, if she marry at all. But the 

expression cannot be so pressed. It will only signify that she must 

remember that she is a member of Christ’s body; and not forget her 

Christian duties and responsibilities, when she takes such a step. 

Marriage with a Christian only does not seem to be contained in the 

words, though that might be the consequence of her attempt to fulfil 
those duties. 

40. otras] For ovrws see on ver. 26: for Soxé the note on iii. 18 

Soxei. 
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II. 

ANALYSIS. 

INTRODUCTION. i. I—I5. 

i. Salutation, i. 1—7. 

Paul called to be an Apostle to the Romans called as believers. 
Grace and peace in Jesus Christ. 

ii. Personal explanations, i. 8—15. 
His thanksgivings for them and his interest in them. His desire to 

see them and to impart some spiritual gift to them. His obligation to 
preach the Gospel to all men. He is not ashamed of the Gospel. 

DOCTRINAL PORTION, i. 16—xi. 36. 

i. What is the Gospel? i, 16—18. 

A righteousness of God to every one that believeth, to the Jew first 
and then to the Greek. A righteousness by faith, just as the wrath of 
God falls on all impiety and unrighteousness. 

ii. State of the Gentile world. i. 19—32. 

They might have seen God through His works. They refused to see 
Him. They disputed, and they blinded their hearts. They worshipped 
men and beasts. 

Therefore they were delivered over to impurity. Their shameless 

lusts. Their violent and unruly passions. Their lack of all natural 
affection. They not only did these things; but they took delight in 
those who did them. 

lii. State of the Fewish people. ii. 1—29. 
The Jews condemn the Gentiles and yet do the same things. Their 

wrong-doing and stubbornness will be equally punished. As the Jew 

has a priority of knowledge, so also he has a priority of condemnation. 

Those without the law and those under the law will both be judged by 
the standard under which they lived. The natural conscience is to the 
heathen as a rule. 

The Jew has God’s law, and is proud of his privileges. Yet he 
violates the law. Thus his circumcision is no better than the uncircum- 
cision of the heathen. The mere outward token is worth nothing. 
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iv. 

vi. 

vii. 

viii. 

ix. 
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But if so, what is the ing of the co t? iii. 1—20. 

In other words, in what does the privilege of the Jew consist? It is 
great in many ways. First of all, the oracles of God were entrusted to 

the Jews. 
But what if they disbelieved? Do you say that then the Jews have 

no preference? No, none at all. Their own Scriptures condemn them, 

as having sinned one and all. By the works of the law no flesh shall be 
justified before Him. 

To meet this universal failure, a universal remedy is found. iii. 21—31. 
This remedy is ‘a righteousness of God by faith in Jesus Christ,’ 

accorded to all, to Jew and Gentile alike. Past sins of the world have 

been overlooked, that now God might shew His righteousness, 

We do not annihilate law by this: we confirm law. 

But our father Abraham—what is the meaning of the covenant made 

with him? iv. 1—25. 

He is an example of this very principle, for he was justified through 

faith, For he that believeth in God Who justifieth the impious—his 
faith is counted for righteousness. Such is the language of the Psalms. 
Remember that Abraham was still uncircumcised at this time. It was 
not through circumcision, still less through law, that he was justified. 

Law worketh wrath, for it creates transgression. 

Thus Abraham is the father of the faithful. He hoped against 

hope, and so was justified. This was written for our sakes, who believe 
on Him Who raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead. 

The results of this position of righteousness through faith. v.1—t11. 

(a) Peace before God. 

(4) Confident boasting. 
(c) Patience under affliction. 

The love of God has been manifested through the death of Christ: 

and this is an assurance that, as we have been reconciled through 
Christ’s death, so we shall be saved, shall live, in Christ’s life. 

The terms ‘ life’ and ‘ death’ explained. v. 12—21, 

The parallel of the First and Second Adam. Through the First 
Adam death came into the world: through the Second, life. The death 

passed over all: so a fortiori the life. 

The law only interposed to heighten the sense of sin, and so to 

increase the effect of grace. 

What ts to be the influence of all this on our conduct? vi. 1—14. 

Are we to continue in sin that grace may abound? This is a contra: 

diction of the very conception of our position, We have been crucified, 
have died, with Christ, to sin; we have risen, have been made alive to 
God, to righteousness. ; 

Therefore we must recognize this death, this life, in our conduct. 
Sin shall be no longer your master, for ye are not under law, but under 
grace.’ 
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But if so, if we are under grace, and not under law, shall we commit 

sin? vi, 15—23. 

No: you were slaves once to sin: now you are slaves to righteous- 

ness. What came of your former slavery? Death. What of your 
present slavery? Eternal life. 

The assertion substantiated, ‘Ye are not under law.’ vii. 1—6. 

The obligation of the law in the case of a contract is cancelled by 
death. The wife is free to marry when her husband dies. 

So in Christ’s body, death has interposed between you and the law, 
the law is dead to you and you to the law. The newness of the Spirit 
is substituted for the oldness of the letter. 

xii. But is not all this tantamount to saying that the law is sin? vii. 7—24. 

xiii. 

xiv. 

XV. 

Xvi. 

On the contrary, sin is revealed and condemned by the law. Sin is 
dormant and dead, until it is quickened by the law. Sin is then revived 
and Iam slain. But the purpose of the law is life, though the actual 

result may be death to me. The object of the law is to deepen sin; and 
the conflict within myself vindicates the spirituality, the holiness, of F 
the law. 

True, I sin through the law; but I sin against my conscience, and 

therefore I testify to the holiness of the law. The holiness of the law 
is thus vindicated ; but woe is me, wretched sinner, how shall I be 

rescued ? 

Thanks to God through Christ, there is no condemnation to those in 
Christ. vii. 25—Vviii. 11. 

Through Christ, God has freed us from sin and death. We have 
been transferred from the domain of the flesh to the domain of the Spirit. 
It is the Spirit of Christ that quickens our spirits, and it will quicken our 
mortal bodies also. 

Therefore we are bound to live after the Spirit. viii. 12—39. 

The Spirit witnesses that we are sons and heirs. Thus present 

afflictions sink into insignificance: while we yearn for the future 
redemption. We hope and we trust, even where we cannot see. 

For God hath foreknown and foreordained us; and if He is with us, 

who can oppose us? No sufferings, therefore, no sorrows, shall separate 
us from the love of God in Christ. 

But what about the fews? ix. 1-13. 

I have unspeakable sorrow on their behalf, bearing in mind their 
great privileges. Yet God’s word is true: not all Israel shall be saved.- 

The Scriptures always speak of a part, e.g. in Isaac, and again in 
Jacob. 

It is as God foreordains, not as man likes. ix. 14—33. 

So in Pharaoh’s case. Yet what man shall impugn the purpose of 
God, Who moulds us as the potter his clay? The gathering-in of the 
Gentiles as well as the saved remnant of the Israelites is foretold by the 

L, EP, 16 
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prophets. Heathendom has attained unto righteousness, Israel has 

stumbled on the rock of offence. 

xvii. Zhus the zeal of the Hews has been ineffectual, for they have sought 

righteousness in a false way. X. I—21. 

Righteousness is of faith, which believes in Christ’s death and 
Christ’s ascension. Here Jew and Gentile are on a level. The Gospel 
must be preached to all, but all will not listen to the preaching. This 
too was foretold by the prophets. The Gentiles, it was predicted, 

should excite Israel to emulation. 

xviii. Has God then rejected His people? xi. 1—16. 

No, it is now as of old. The faithful are few, and the apostates 

many. But their apostasy has brought salvation to the Gentiles. And 
ultimately the faith of the Gentiles will re-act and draw the Jews into 

the fold. - 

xix. Meanwhile the Gentiles have no ground for boasting. xi. 17—36. 

They are simply the wild graft on the cultivated tree. Their super- 

iority is but for a time. Israel at length will be saved with them. Thus 
God hath concluded all under unbelief that He may have mercy upon 
all. Marvellous is the wisdom of God, to Whom be glory for ever. 

III. PRACTICAL EXHORTATIONS. xii. I—xv. 13. 

Present your bodies a living sacrifice. Ye are limbs of Christ’s body. 
The metaphor implies diversities of functions. Let each do his own 
work. 

Observe charity in all forms. Overcome evil with good. 
Be obedient to the temporal powers. They are God’s delegates. 

Render to all their due, i.e. love thy neighbour as thyself. Love is 
the fulfilling of the law. 

Let each man look to himself, and each respect the conscience of 
another. 

So in the observance of days. So also in the observance of meats, 
Let the strong especially deal tenderly with the scruples of the weak, 

and put no stumblingblock in his way. 
We must not please ourselves, but each his neighbour. 
God grant that you may so live in harmony, that with one accord 

with one mouth ye may glorify God. 
Receive one another therefore, as Christ received you. For Christ 

came as a minister of the circumcision, that through Him the Gentiles 
also might be brought into the fold; and the prophecies might be 
fulfilled which spoke of the joint tribute of praise of Jews and Gentiles, 

This do, and God will fill you with all joy in believing. 
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IV. PERSONAL EXPLANATIONS. xv. I14—xvi. 27. 

i. The Apostle's motive in writing the letter. xv. 14—21. 

This I am persuaded you will do; but I have written to remind you, 
as your Apostle, as the Apostle of the Gentiles. As such I have 
preached the Gospel far and wide, not building on other men’s foun- 
dations. 

ii. His intention of visiting them. xv. 22—33. 

For this reason I have been prevented from visiting you. But I 

hope to see you on my way to Spain. At present I am bound to 
Jerusalem, as bearer of alms for the poor brethren. Pray that I may 
be delivered from the unbelieving Jews there and may be free to visit 

you. Iam persuaded that the blessing of God will attend my visit. 

iii. Greetings. xvi. I—20. 

I commend you to Phebe, the bearer of this letter. 

Salute all the saints by name. The Churches of Christ salute you. 
I charge you to avoid divisions and offences. So will the God of 

peace crush Satan under your feet. 
The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you. 

iv. Postscript. xvi. 21—24. 

Timothy, Lucius, Jason, Sosipater salute you. 
I, Tertius, the amanuensis, salute you. 

Gaius, my kind host, salutes you: so do Erastus and Quartus. 

The Doxology. 

16—2 



CHAPTER I. 

I. INTRODUCTION, i. 1—15. 

I. 8Sothos] This is the earliest Epistle in which St Paul styles 
himself a ‘bond servant’ in the opening sentence. But in the Epistle 

which immediately precedes this (see Galatians p. 36sq), the note of 

bondage is struck early (Gal. i. 10 Xpucrod SovAos ovk Gy Fynv) and is 
repeated at the close (Gal. vi. 17 ra oriypara rov “Incov). In the ‘brands’ 
which are the badges of ownership we see the marks which he bore of 

persecution undergone in the service of Christ. Perhaps his late suffer- 

ings have something to do with the prominence here given to the word 

SovAos. 

xAyTds] The word is a protest not against those who denied his 
Apostleship, but against those who upheld human merit : see the note on 
1 Cor. i. 1. As such it sounds the keynote of the Epistle, for it has its 

counterpart in the spiritual position of his hearers also (wv. 6,7 kAyrot 

"Incod Xpiorod, KAnrois dyios). ‘To the calling of God I owe my office, 

to the same calling you owe your place within the Christian fold’: comp. 
Rom. ix. 11, 12, 16. 

apwpicpévos] The word may refer either (1) to the fore-ordained 

purpose of God as in Gal. i. 15, or (2) to the conversion and potential 

call to the Apostleship (Acts ix. 15), or again (3) to the actual call and 

consecration to the Apostleship (Acts xiii. 2); or lastly it may include all 

three ideas. The word is actually used elsewhere of the first (Gal. i. 15) 

and of the third (Acts xiii. 2) of these events. Probably however the 

first idea would be more prominent in the Apostle’s mind when he used 

the expression here: carrying out as it does the sense of «Ayrés above, 
the origination as derived from God. 

els ebayyéAtov] i.e. to learn and to teach the Gospel : for the two were not 
separated in the minds of the earliest disciples and ought not ever to be. 

2. § mpoernyye(hato] The two leading ideas, as regards the results, 

in what follows are (1) the fulfilment of the Jewish expectations, and 

(2) the comprehension of the Gentiles. These two thoughts run through 

the Epistle in various forms and are gathered up in the final doxology 
(xvi. 25-27), where the words 8d re ypaddy mpodyrinéy are inserted 
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almost out of place in order to bring in the first, the fulfilment of the 
promise to the Jews. They are thus introduced in the salutation to show 
the purpose of the Epistle, which is conciliation, see Bibiical Essays, 
Pp. 315. The description begins with a recognition of God’s special office 

as regards the Jews, and expands into a declaration of this relation to 

the Gentiles (comp. i. 16, ii. 9, 10). 

The force of the word mpoemnyyeiAaro lies in its prepositions, which 

show that salvation is something quite independent of human merit, the 
promise being at once previous and absolute. On émayyedia in the N.T. 

and its distinction from vmdoxeots see the note on Gal. iii. 14. 
8a tav mpopytav] The preposition (84) implies the divine source, 

the substantive (xpogyrys not pdyris) the conscious, human agent. As 
connected with the words which follow (év ypadais aylats), 54 signifies the 
immediate vehicle, ¢v the permanent repository. 

3+ ‘Tepl rod viod] to be connected closely with evayyéArov. 

Tov yevouévov] Compare the contrast in the language of Phil. ii. 6, 7 év 

pophy cov imdpyor...€v duodpare avOpadrrwv yevouevos, where see the notes. 

Here then the word yevduevos implies a prior existence of the Son before 

the Incarnation. 

&« omépparos AavelS kard odpka] ic. Who on His human side fulfilled 
the condition, as the promised Messiah of the Jews ; Who on His divine 

side etc. His Messiahship was after all only the lower aspect of His 

Person (kata odpxa). His personality as the Divine Word, the Teacher of 
Gentile as well as Jew, was His higher aspect. The reference to the 
descent from David occurs, as we might expect, most frequently in the 

Judaic Gospel (Matt. i. 1, 6, 20: ix. 27, xii. 23, xv. 22, xx. 30, 31, xxi. 9, 

15, xxii. 42 sq.); and in that part of St Luke’s narrative which from 

internal evidence and external probability must have been derived from 
Jewish information (Luke i. 27, 32, 69, ii. 4, 11); but it is also found 

elsewhere, though rarely (John vii. 42, Acts xiii. 23, 2 Tim. ii. 8). 
4. tod dpi bévros] ‘determined, not absolutely but relatively; that is 

to say, with regard not to God’s counsels, but to man’s understanding ; 

not ‘constituted,’ but ‘ defined,’ ‘ declared.’ 

év Suvdper] i.e. power over the moral and the physical world, with a 

reference to His miracles (8uvdyecs) but not confined to these. The A.V. 

‘with power’ is somewhat misleading. 

kara Tvedpa dy.wotvys] Is this expression to be taken as the anti- 

thetical clause to xara odpxa above? Probably; for though the parallelism 

is somewhat obscured by the interposition of év duryauec and by the 

addition of dy:aovvys, yet it is the emphatic part of the sentence, at least 
as antithetical to xara odpxa. In any case mvevya is here not objective but 

subjective, and ‘a spirit of holiness’ would be a better rendering than 

that of the A.V. 

€ dvacrrdcews vexpiv] The force of the preposition is ‘out of,’ and 
therefore ‘owing to,’ ‘by reason of.’ Though St Paul singles out this 
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one incident, he cannot mean to exclude other exhibitions of power. 

The Resurrection was the one crowning, decisive act which manifested 

His Sonship. It is also the crowning spiritual agency. Hence it sums 

up both the preceding phrases év Buvduer and xara mvedpa aywovrys. 

See the note on Phil. iii. 10 ryy Svvauw ris dvactdcews atrov. This 

prominence given to the doctrine of the Resurrection is a leading idea of 

the Roman letter (iv. 24, vi. 4, viii. 11, x. 9), and of St Paul elsewhere 

(Acts xvii. 31, xxvi. 23). The phrase here however is not && dvaordceas 

atrot ék vexpav, but the general resurrection of the dead is meant, 

which was implied in His Resurrection and of which His Resurrection 

was the firstfruits and the assurance. The expression is to be explained 

by St Paul’s conception that the truth of man’s resurrection stands or 
falls with the truth of Christ’s Resurrection (1 Cor. xv. 12 sq.). 

5. 8 08] not dd’ od. It is the preposition used of Christ, as the 
Logos, the expression of the Father (see on Gal. i. 1). "Awé is however 

used of the Son when the names of Father and Son are attached together 

(see ver. 7 below), and so conversely is dca (Gal. lc.). 

A&dBopev] we, ie. the Apostles. St Paul never uses the epistolary 

plural: see on 1 Thess. ii. 4. The plural here forms a double purpose, 

excluding egotism, and forming a contrast to dpets in the next verse. 

xdpw Kal dawrorroAjiv] The conjunction may be regarded as epexe- 

getical, ‘the gracious privilege df the Apostleship, or ‘the grace which fits 

for the Apostleship.’ The Apostleship is itself the ydpis, as in Gal. ii. 9, 

Eph. iii. 2, 7, 8. 
els trakoyy mlorens] ‘unto obedience which springs from faith. 

Compare xvi. 26, where again the doxology is suggested by the intro- 

duction. The rendering of the two passages in the A.V. is inconsistent, 

‘obedience to the faith’ (here), but ‘the obedience of faith’ (xvi. 26). 

Another instance of the subjective genitive after vsaxoy in this Epistle 

occurs in xv. 18 els dmaxony éOvay. For the meaning here compare 
Heb. xi. 8 miore: kadovpevos ABpadp vmyxovcev, The expression is chosen 

to describe the true character of the Gospel: thus wiovis, like ydpis and 
kAnrés (-rol), is a keyword, 

& maow tots verw] ie. extending far beyond the Jews, by virtue of 
the higher personality of our Lord. 

tmp tod dvéparos atrot] Involving the idea of person, dignity, 
authority: see on Phil. ii. 9 76 dvopa. 

6. KAqTol "Incot Xprrroi] ‘called to be Fesus Christ's’; not ‘called by 

Jesus Christ,’ for the call is always ascribed to God the Father. 
7. jwéow] An allusion perhaps to the extensive and straggling 

character of the Church of the metropolis; or an endeavour to bind 

together the two sections of that Church (see on Phil. i. 4, and Biblical 

Essays, p. 312 sq.): ‘to all, whether Jews or Gentiles; I make no difference.’ 

év ‘Pépy] On the omission of these words in some texts and the 
inferences therefrom see Biblical Essays, p. 287 sq. 



I. rr.) EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 247 

dyamrnrots] The variant ¢v dydry has apparently arisen out of a com- 
bination of the two readings rots odow év ‘Pan ayarnrois Geod and rois otow 

év ayamn Geod: see Biblical Essays, p. 288. For dyiows see the notes on 
Phil. i. 1, Col. i. 2; for ydpus dpiy Kal eipyyy the note on I Thess. i. 1. 

8. mpadrov piv] The antithetical clause which should commence 

éreira S¢ (Heb. vii. 2), or at least éresra (James iii. 17), is lost in the 

crowd of thoughts which clamour for expression in the Apostle’s mind; 

as e.g. Rom. iii. 2, 1 Cor. xi. 18, in both which cases the subsequent 

clauses are strung together continuously, as here, chiefly by the connect- 

ing particle yap. For a similar example in sub-apostolic literature see 

[Clem. Rom.] ii. § 3 mpdrov pev Ort pets of dvres «.7.d. where there is no 
balancing sentence. 

eixaptord] See the note on 1 Thess. i. 2. 

7G Ocd pov «.7..] For the sense of close personal relationship 
expressed in the singular yov, see the notes on Phil. i. 3, Gal. ii. 20, For 
the difference between zepi (which is the reading here) and wumép see on 

Gal. i. 4. For the hyperbole év dd t@ kécp@ compare 1 Thess. i, 8 ev 
mavri rém@ with the note. 

Q. padptus ydp «7.A.] The same force of attestation occurs in Phil. 

i. 8: see also 2 Cor. i. 23, 1 Thess. ii. 5, 10. 

Aarpebw] St Paul contrasts the formal and the spiritual Aarpeia here 

and elsewhere in this epistle (Rom. xii. I tyv Noycxyy Aatpeiav duov). For 

the technical sense of the terms Aarpeia, Aarpevew see the note on Phil. 

ili. 3, where, as here, wvevuar: occurs in the immediate context. 

év ro trvebparl pov év TH ebayyeAlw] The first ev denotes the subjective 

atmosphere, the second the external sphere. For the repetition of éy, 

which is frequent in St Paul, see Phil. i. 20, 26, iv. 19, Col. i. 29, ii. 7, 

iii, 16 etc. ‘My Xarpeia,’ says the Apostle, ‘is not a ritual, but a spiritual 

service ; a service rendered not through the works of the law, but through 

the preaching of the Gospel. I am not less diligent than the straitest of 

my fellow-countrymen, but the sphere and the spirit of my diligence are 

different.’ 
ds dBiadelrtas «.7.A.] AS mavrore cannot stand in the same clause 

with dd:adeirras, the stop must be placed after rowtpa. For ddiadeinros 

and pveiay motoduar see the notes on 1 Thess. v. 17 and 1 Thess. i. 2 

respectively. The two phrases occur together in this latter passage. 

10. eboSwOijoopnat] ‘my way shall be made plain. The word is 
always found in the N.T. in the passive (1 Cor. xvi. 2, 3 Joh. 2). It soon 
loses its literal sense and becomes a metaphor. Here however, con- 
sidering the subject, the primary meaning can hardly be obliterated: 

comp. Gen. xxiv. 21, 40, 42, 56 where it takes the cognate accusative yp 

dddv, but elsewhere (Gen. xxiv. 27, 48) it governs the accusative of the 

person directed. 
11. émuwo@¢] See the notes on Phil. i. 8, ii. 26. St Paul frequently 

uses the verb with ideiv following, 1 Thess. iii. 6, 2 Tim. i. 4. 
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xépiopa mvevporidy] What gifts and graces may be included under 

this term may be seen from 1 Cor. xii. 1sq. They include (1) moral and 

spiritual (as wiors, mpodnreia), (2) intellectual (as Adyos copias, épynveias 

yhoo), (3) physical gifts (as yapicpara laydrwr, evepyjpara Suvapewr). 

They are thus comprehensive alike in character and in the domain in 

which they are exercised. St Paul makes no difference between the 

natural and supernatural: ‘all these,’ he tells us, ‘worketh the one and 

the same Spirit’ See further on 1 Thess.i. 7. There is nothing in the 
context which strictly limits ydpurya here. It might include evepyjpara 
duvdpeoy, supposing the Apostles had power to communicate such (Acts 

viii. 14.sq.). The spirit of the passage however points rather to moral 

and spiritual gifts in a stricter sense: comp. els 6 ornptxOjvat tps, dea 

rijs ev ddAjAots risrews, and such are enumerated below, xii. 6. 

12. otro 8 éonw] ‘Lf would rather say? This, not rodr’ gor, is 

the true reading here. The difference is important. Todro 8 éorw is 

corrective as well as explanatory, rovr’ @orw is explanatory merely. 

St Paul wishes to substitute something more appropriate for what he has 
just said. On second thoughts, he seems to himself to have arrogated 

too much in desiring to communicate some spiritual gift, to strengthen 
them. He has put himself in a position of superiority, from which he 

hastens to depose himself. ‘I should not speak so,’ he says in effect : 
‘you are not the only gainers, I the only benefactor; the gain, the 

benefaction, is mutual.’ Whereas rovr’ éorw occurs frequently in the 

N.T. (Rom. vii. 18, Philem. 12, Heb. ix. 11, xi. 16, xiii. 15 etc.), rovro de 

éorw is found here only. 
cuvrapakkyOfvat] sc. gue. The subject cannot be either (1) Juas, as 

the construction of the preceding orypry6fva. would suggest, or (2) 7jpas 

(ie. vpas kat ue) as Dr Vaughan takes it. The ev vyiv excludes both 

alike. The former would require ey éeyoi, the latter ¢v éavrois or év 
ddAnAos. The force of the prepositions is, ‘that I may be comforted 

(strengthened, encouraged) with and in you,’ the cuy- preparing the way 

for dia ris év ddAnAOLs Ticrews. 

ipdv te kal éu0v] Added to emphasize the mutual character of the 

benefit. This is introduced in the ovr-, still further enforced in the év 

aAAnAots, and finally emphasized by Judy re cai éuod. And not only so, 

the addition rectifies the balance in another way. The usual Greek 
order would be éuod re xai duov (for in classical language grammar 

swayed the order, just as on the other hand in modern parlance courtesy 

overrules the grammar). St Paul however departs from the natural 

order, that so he may give superior prominence to the faith of the 

Romans over his own. 

13. ot @w] The variant ove ofopa: (D*G) is perhaps connected with 
the abridgment of the Epistle: see Bzblical Essays, p. 319. 

tohAdkis mpocbunv] The first indication of this purpose is to be 

found in Acts xix. 21, perhaps half a year or more before this Epistle 
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was written; but the expression there (Sei pe cai ‘Pony ideiv) implies a 

fixed, and probably a long-cherished, intention of visiting Rome. This 

intention may have gained definiteness from the moment when he fell in 
with Aquila and Priscilla at Corinth, six or seven years before he wrote 
this Epistle. They had left Rome because of Messianic disturbances 

there (Acts xviii. 2). 

kal &wdiOqv dxpi rod Seipo] I prefer to take this sentence indepen- 
dently and parenthetically, and not to connect it with ov Oédw: ‘albeit I 

was prevented.’ Compare 1 Thess. ii. 18. The xai thus becomes a 
quasi-Hebraism. The hindrance of which he speaks was the necessity 
of completing his work in Greece and the East (Rom. xv. 22, 23). 

twa kaprdv ox&] For the metaphor compare Phil. i. 22, 1 Cor. iii. 
6sq., John iv. 36. 

xaOds kal] For the repetition of xai see on Col. iii. 13, 1 Thess. ii. 14, 

and comp. Eph. v. 23. 

14. "“EdAnoly re kal BapBdpos] A comprehensive description of the 
Gentile world. St Paul does not here mention the Jew; for the Jew was 

the special charge of the Apostles of the Circumcision: he only fell 

incidentally to St Paul. Therefore we need not ask whether in the 

Apostle’s mind the Jew is reckoned as "EAAnv or BapBapos. He employs 

the latter word twice elsewhere. In Col. iii. 11 (where its exaggeration 

is SxvOns) the Jew is obviously not included: in 1 Cor. xiv. 11 the word 

is used of a person speaking an unintelligible tongue and contains no 

idea of nationality. If it be asked under which head St Paul classes the 

Romans, we may reply that doubtless, had the question been put to him, 

he would have included them under "EAAnves: but perhaps he did not 
put the question definitely to himself. The circumstances of the Roman 

Church, which for two centuries was mainly Greek-speaking, did not 

require him to do so, For a full discussion of the word BapBapos see 

Col. iii. 11. 
copoits te kal dvorrots] This division is almost coincident with the 

former (comp. I Cor. i. 22): but while that regards civilisation as the 

line of demarcation, this makes intellectual progress the criterion of 

distinction. 

Ssedérns ei(] Another way of expressing the dvayxn of 1 Cor. ix. 16. 

ove To kar eye mpdOupov] ‘27 pursuance of this principle (or in fulfil- 

ment of this obligation), my part ts ready.’ Tpd0vpoy cannot be taken as a 

substantive, and rendered, ‘there is readiness on my part.’ The absence 

of the article and of the substantive verb is fatal to this interpretation. 

For ro xar’ éué compare ra kar’ eve Eph. vi. 21, Col. iv. 7, Phil. i. 12, 

Tobit x. 8, Esdr. i. 22. 
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II. DOCTRINAL PORTION, i. 16—xi. 36. 

i. What is the Gospel? (i. 16—18). 

16. od yap éracxtvopar x.7.A.] The motive of émaicyvvopa: here is 
explained by 1 Cor. i. 21, the context of which passage contains the 
expression Svvayis Ocou twice used, as here, of the Gospel (1 Cor. i. 18, 24). 

The words rod Xpiorod of the Textus Receptus after edayyédcoy should be 
omitted, and éy avr@ in the next paragraph referred to 76 evayyéAuov. 

*IovSalw re mpdtov] Compare ii. 9, 10, where the same phrase occurs. 
Here however the word spérov is suspicious, as it is omitted in BG and 

Tertullian, and may have been interpolated from ii. 9, 10. If it be 
retained, it must refer to priority of time; for absolutely there is no 

distinction, as St Paul elsewhere states (ch. x. 12). Thus it will be 

explained by St Paul’s language to the Jews at Antioch (Acts xiii. 46 
bpiv qv dvayxaiov rpadrov AadnOjvar Tov Adyov rod Oeod) and by his con- 

stant practice everywhere. Even at Rome itself he did not act otherwise 

(Acts xxviii. 17, 28). In verse 17 of that passage rots dvras rév “lovdaiav 
apérovs is translated in the A.V. ‘the chief of the Jews,’ and this seems to 

be the universal interpretation. But may it not be ‘he called together 

first those who were of the Jews’? in which case for the use of the genitive 

we may compare Acts v. 17, ix. 2, 1 Tim. i. 20, 2 Tim. i. 15, ii. 17. 

17. Stxatordvy @eod] The expression is common in St Paul (see 
ili. 5, 21, 22, x. 3, 2 Cor. v. 21: comp. James i. 20). The genitive should 

be rendered ‘coming from God,’ compare the phrase épy7 Gcot in the 

next verse, to which it is opposed. Similarly in the passage cited from 

St James dpy? dvdpos is the antithesis to dicacocvvn Oeod. In ch. x. 3 it 

is opposed to riy idiay (dixacoodvnv) and must bear this meaning (see also 

a similar phrase and contrast in Phil. iii. 9, and Luke xvi. 15). The 

contrast then is between a righteousness appointed by God and a 

righteousness of our own making, and it may be illustrated by the 

parable of the publican and the Pharisee (esp. Luke xviii. 14). It cannot 

therefore mean here ‘righteousness in the sight of God,’ which is the 

meaning in iii. 20. 

é mlorews els alorw] Faith is the starting point, and faith the goal. 

For the phrase compare 2 Cor. iii. 18 dio dofns eis Sofay, Rom. vi. 19 

7h dvopig eis tiv dvopiav, John i. 16 ydpw dvrt xdperos. 

6 88 Blkatos k.7.4.] From Habak. ii. 4. The passage is quoted also in 
Gal. iii. 11 (where see the notes), and Heb. x. 38. I cannot doubt that 

€x miatews is to be taken with joerat, not with 6 dikaws. For (1) the 

original seems certainly so to intend it; and in the Lxx., whether we 

read pou éx micrews or éx micrews pov (see Galatians, p. 156 note 4), it 
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appears so to be taken. This is also the construction in the Targum 

Jonathan. (2) Ex wiorews here corresponds to é« wicrews in the former 
part of the verse, where it belongs, not to the predicate, but to the subject. 

It is here separated from 6 Adixatos, as it is there separated from 8:xatocvyn. 
(3) ‘O Sixatos ek miorews is not a natural phrase, and, I think, has no 

parallel in St Paul. (4) The other construction takes the emphasis off 

‘faith,’ which the context shows to be the really emphatic word, and lays 

it on the verb ‘live.’ In Gal. iii, rr the context is still more decisive. 

For the Old Testament meaning of faith see Galatians, p. 1548q., where 
this passage is discussed with others. The construction (jv ék may be 
illustrated from 2 Cor. xiii. 4, where the phrase occurs twice. 

18. daokadtrretat yap] ‘A righteousness of God is revealed, being 

required for the state of mankind ; for a wrath of God is revealed and 
extends to all.’ Thus the opening words of this verse correspond to the 

opening words of the last. Here however doxadvarera is placed first, 

and is emphatic, ‘for there has been also another revelation.’ In the 
individual, as in the race, this revelation must precede the other. The 
sense of sin, the sense of God’s displeasure at sin, the sense that God 
will not overlook sin—this is the revelation of the dpyy Gcod. 

dr’ obpavot] to be taken with dmoxadvmrera. It is added to give 

solemnity to the facts. The heavens open, as it were, and reveal the 

Righteous Judge (2 Thess. i. 7). 

waoav] Extending to Jew as well as Gentile (comp. ii. 1, 9, I0), 
though the remaining part of the chapter refers specially to the Gentiles. 

doéBeav kal dSiklav] "AcéBea against God, adicia against men. The 

first precedes and entails the second: witness the teaching of this 
chapter. 

viv ddyOeav] The word involves two ideas; first, the confession of 

the One True God, as opposed to idols; secondly, the acknowledgment 

of Christ, as the manifestation of God the Father. The first is the 

prominent idea here; the second perhaps in St John. 
katexévtav] ‘grasping, possessing’: comp. I Cor. xi. 2, xv. 2, Luke 

viii. 15, and see the antithesis of ¢yew, xaréyew in 2 Cor. vi. 10. The 

preposition xara is no objection to this rendering. The strength of the 

word is its recommendation. They did grasp, did possess the truth 

potentially. Compare xafoparat below (ver. 20) and -yvdvres (ver. 21). 
There was no doubt about the truth: at least there ought to have been 

none. They could not plead that it was slippery, that it eluded their 

grasp. Thus the preposition is really expressive here. Against the 

other interpretation, ‘restraining, keeping down,’ I would urge, first 

that ry adnOecav év adixia is an awkward expression in this sense; and 
secondly, that we want some statement here of the fact that they had 

the truth. 



252 EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. {I. 19. 

ii, State of the Gentile world (i. 19—32). 

19. &én] I say possessing, because’ etc. 
+8 yvwrrdv] This may mean either ‘known’ or ‘knowable.”’ The 

word however seems always to have the first sense in the N.T. For 

this passage compare Acts xv. 18. There are unseen truths behind all 
this, but the one essential thing was a known thing. 

éy avrots] ‘among them’; rather than ‘in them,’ in the sense of ‘in 

their hearts.’ Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 19 ta of Sdxtpor havepot yévavrar ev vpiv. 

20. Ta yap dépara «7..] All which follows in this chapter shows a 

remarkable correspondence with Wisdom chs. xiii.—xv., a passage which 

St Paul must have had in his mind. See especially Wisdom xiii. 1, 5, 7, 

10, 13, 14, xiv. II, 12, 15, 23—27, xv. II, xvi. I. We must remember 

that the Book of Wisdom was written in Egypt where animals were 

worshipped. The general thought is well illustrated in ps.-Aristotle de 

Mundo 6 raon Ovnri pice yevouevos dbedpytros an’ alrayv trav tpyov bew- 

peirat 6 Oeds. 

dd xrloews Kdopov] i.e. ‘from the very beginning’; to be taken with 

kadopara, not with ra ddépara av’rov. For ‘the invisible things,’ ie. His 

Person and attributes, are in themselves independent of time. On the 

vicissitudes of the word xdopos see the note on Eph. ii. 2; on «rious the 

note on Col. i. 15. 

Kaopata] ‘are clearly discerned’: the only passage where the word 

occurs in the N.T. The force of the preposition is shown in Job x. 4 4 

aomep Bpords opa xabopas; ‘or is Thy clear vision like the vision of a 
mortal?’ 

Geérys] On this word and its distinction from Oedrys see the note on 
Col. ii. 9. 

els 1d elvat] ‘so that they are” The proper distinction between els ra 
and mpés 76 seems to be that eis denotes ‘result,’ mpés ‘design’ or ‘ pur-. 

pose’: but of course purpose may be indirectly implied in eds here. 

dvamrohoyjrovs] Arraigned before the bar of divine justice they have 

nothing to say. The same word is applied also to the Jew (ii. 1). It 

is a forensic term, not uncommon in the age of Polybius and later ;. 

but it is not found elsewhere in the Lxx. and N.T. Cicero uses it 
(ad Att. xvi. 7) ‘sed hoc dvaroddyyrov.’ 

21. éfacav qj nixaplerycav] The first term denotes the objective 

worship, the second the reflexive feeling. On the duty of evxaproria, as. 

the crown of Christian worship in St Paul’s teaching, see on 1 Thess. 
i. 2, v. 16. 

taradOyoav] See 2 Kings xvii. 15, Jerem. ii. 5, passages which the 
Apostle may be supposed to have had in his mind. At all events the 
train of thought is the same here. ‘They followed foolishness (r& udraia) 
and became foolish (udrato:) themselves.’ Comp. Wisdom xiii. 1 pdracoe 
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pev yap mavres dvOpwror picet ols mapiv Ocod dyvacia, Ps. xciv. 11 (quoted 
on I Cor, iii. 20, an Epistle written not long before this) Kupios ywooxer 
rovs Suakoycpovs avray dri eiot pdratot, where the correspondence to éy 

trois Siadoyicpois avray is noticeable. 
Stadoyopois] Here ‘inward questionings’: as generally in the N.T.; 

though not universally, see 1 Tim. ii. 8 and the note on Phil. ii. 14. 

éoxor(o6y] Of the three forms found in the LXx. cxord(w, cxoritw and 
cxordw, the second is the more usual in the N.T. (Matt. xxiv. 29, 
Mark xiii. 24, Rom. xi. 10, all however quotations, here and Rev. viii. 12); 

but the last is found (Eph. iv. 18 the true reading, Rev. ix. 2). Zxordfo 

does not occur. The celebrated passage in Clement of Rome (§ 36) d:a 

Tovrou 1) dovveros kal éoxorwpévy Stdvora judy dvaddddc eis rd das is a 
combination of this passage with Eph. iv. 18: accordingly we are not 

surprised to find a diversity of reading ; ¢oxorwpévn being read there, but 
the passage from Clement as quoted by Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 

iv. 16, p. 613) having éoxoricpévn. See A. Jahn’s Methodius 1. p. 77, 
note 453. 

23. qAdagav tiv Séfav gy spoidparr] An embedded quotation from 
Ps. cvi. (cv.) 20 (comp. Jer. ii. 11). The variant 7AAdéavro seems to have 

come from the original passage, which, as being in the Psalms, would be 

well remembered. For a similar embedded quotation involving a similar 
motive see Phil. ii. 15. The whole context here is full of Old Testament 

phraseology, 7 dovveros avray kapdia (comp. Ps. lxxvi. 6), soot euwpdy- 

8noav (comp. Is. xix. 11). 
Séfav] i.e. His attributes as manifested to men in His works, whether 

by the revelation of nature, or by the revelation of grace. On the other 

hand, the great manifestation, the culminating exhibition of His dééa, in 

the Person and Life of Christ (John i. 14), was not vouchsafed to them. 

épordpar. elxévos] For the difference between these words, dpolopa 
implying a resemblance which may be accidental, exdv presupposing an 

archetype of which it is a copy, see on Col. i. 15. The distinction how- 

ever has no very important bearing on this passage, and the genitive is 

the genitive of apposition or explanation, ‘a likeness which consists in an 

image or copy.’ 

POaprot dvOpdrov «.7.A.] *AvOparov as in the mythologies of Greece 

and Rome, including the worship of the Emperor; merewap, rerparddap, 

épreroy as in Assyria and especially Egypt. For this latter class of 

idolatry see Deut. iv. 17 sq., and Wisdom xiii. ll. cc. which was probably 

the composition of an Alexandrian Jew. The cult of the crocodile, ibis, 
cat etc. was a theme of ridicule for Roman satirists (like Juvenal Saz. xv. 

sq. ‘qualia demens A©gyptus portenta colit? crocodilon adorat Pars 
haec, illa pavet saturam serpentibus ibim’ etc.), as well as for Jewish 

writers (like Philo who is very severe Legatio ad Caium § 20 (II. p. 566) of 

kivas kai AUKovs Kal Aéovras Kal KpoxodeiAous Kal GAXa Trelova Onpia kai evvdpa 

kat xepoaia kal mrqva Ocomdactoivres, Umép dv Bool xal iepa xai vaol Kai 
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repévy kata macav Atyumrov WBpuvrat, $25 Ocod kdijows oUras eori cepvdv map’ 
avrois dare Kal (Beat kai ioBddous domios rais éyywpious Kat moAdois érépots 

rév éényptopévear atrijs Onplov peradeSdéxacty), and Christian (as the Sibyl- 
line Oracles see proem. vv. 60, 65 sq., iii. 29, 30 paraiws dé mAavacde 
mpookuveovres dcets Te Kal aihovpoiot Ovovres). 

24. 8 rapéSoKev attobs] So ver. 26 dia robro wapéd@xev avrovs, and 

again ver. 28 mapédwxev avrovs. Two facts must be noticed here. (1) This 
delivering up, this hardening the heart, is the second stage in the down- 

ward fall, not the first, in the language of Scripture. The first is in the 

man’s own power. (2) This is not represented as a negative result of 
God’s dealings, not as a permissive act, a passive acquiescence on His 
part. There is a stage in the downward course when by God’s law sin 

begets more sin and works out its own punishment in the degradation of 
the whole man. Thus there are moral laws of God’s government just as 

there are physical laws. This fact was perceived by thoughtful men even 

without the assistance of Christian teaching. See the celebrated passage 

of Persius Sazz7. iii. 35 sq. ‘Magne pater divum, saevos punire tyrannos 

Haud alia ratione velis, quum dira libido Moverit ingenium, ferventi 
tincta veneno: Virtutem videant intabescantque relicta,’ and compare 

the Jewish proverb Pivke Aboth iv. 5 ‘Merces praecepti praeceptum est 

et transgressionis transgressio.’ Quite apart from revelation, all experi- 

ence shows that this is a moral law. 

év rats érOuplais] ‘2 their lusts’; not ‘to their lusts,’ which Dr 

Vaughan suggests as a possible rendering. True the Lxx. by a common 

Hebraism has the construction mapadidévat ev as equivalent to wapadidévac 
eis: but here we have the thing to which the deliverance over is made 

expressed in a separate phrase eis dxa@apoiay. "Ev rais émiOvpiacs must 
therefore represent ‘the field or region in which the abandonment acted,’ 
as Vaughan prefers to take it. 

drisdtecOa.}] Compare in this sense ver. 26 els wdOy dripias and 

1 Thess. iv. 4 rd éavrod oxetos kracOa év dyacpe@ cat Tiyw7. On the 

Christian reverence for the body see note on 1 Cor. vi. 13. 
aitav & airois] The correct reading, not avrdy ev avrois. On the 

other hand éy avrois is the reading three verses below. 

25. to Webde] ‘the lie, the falsehood. An expression used for an idol, 

both in the Old Testament (Hab. ii. 18) and in the New Testament 

(Rev. xxi. 27, xxii. 15). Theidol is a lie in two senses ; for it professes to 
be what it is not, and it leads others astray. 

éreBdoinoav] ‘took as the objects of their devotion’ (their o¢Bdopara, 

comp. Acts xvii. 23). ZeSdtecdac is thus stronger than oéBeoGa. For 

the connexion of idolatry and profligacy see the note on 1 Thess. ii. 3. 

It was the necessary consequence of deifying human passions. Fetish 

worship produces fetish morality. Unbelief or wrong-belief in religious 

matters will ultimately degrade morality. 

26. 8d rotro] ‘for this reason it was. Very emphatic, taking up 
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and emphasizing the 6:6 wapédexev adrovs of ver. 24. A later stage in the 
downward course is reached in ver. 28. 

27. karepyafépevor] A very strong and a favourite word with St Paul 
at this time, occurring in this Epistle no less than eleven times, and 

eight times in the Epistles to the Corinthians. 
28. @8oxlpacav] On this word see the notes on 1 Thess. ii. 4, v. 21. 

The metaphor is that of testing coin, and the counterpart appears in 

dddxizov below. Just as they would not accept the knowledge of God as 
standard coin, so God refused to accept their minds. Compare Jerem. 

vi. 30 dpytptov dmodeSoxipacpévoy Kadécare avrovs, Gru dreSoxiwacer avrovs 

Kuptos. Addxiyoy thus becomes equivalent to «iBdyAov, and the two 
adjectives are found in close connexion elsewhere, e.g. Greg. Naz. Orat. 

iv. 10 (I. p. 82) od KiBdydov Bdjv ode dSdéxyor. For the construction of 

éxew after Soxipatew ‘so as to have,’ comp. 1 Thess. ii. 4. 

wapéSwxev abrots| There are two stages, not three, described in God’s 

abandonment of the wicked. irsf, they persisted in worshipping false 

gods, whereupon God let them follow their own flagitious passions (ver. 
24 repeated in ver. 26). Secondly, they steeped themselves in flagitious 

passions, whereupon God suffered their mind to be wholly perverted and 
reprobate (ver. 28). 

votv] As dddxoy corresponds to the preceding édoxivacay, so does 

voor to the preceding év émyydcet. Vaughan well quotes Tit. i. 16. This 

is the aggravation of their moral state. This is the second and final 

stage in their abandonment by God. The higher part of their nature is 

gone. 
29. tTerdnpwpévous, pertots] The wrong-doing, the degrading passion, 

is not now occasional. It is they, and they are it. Comp. Plato Gorgias 

§ 80, p. 525A uno eEoucias kal rpupijs Kat UBpews kal dxparias trav mpdkeav 

dovpperplas re kal aloxpornros yépovaay thy Wuyxnv elder, Respudl. ix. §6, 

P- 579 E poBov yéuwr dia wavrds Tob Biov, cpadacpar re Kat dduvav Arps. 
méoy ddiklg «.7.A.] There are many variants in the list of sins which 

follow. The word zopveia at all events ought to be struck out of the text 

for two reasons. (1) It seems to have been introduced as an explanation 
(and a wrong one) of mdcoveéig. (2) It is out of place here. The sins 

here enumerated are of a different kind. In the former part St Paul had 

spoken of passions which degrade the man himself. Here he speaks of 
vices which make him intolerable to others. The resemblance in form to 

movnpia which precedes, assisted in the corruption of the text. The most 
probable reading is mdog déixig rovnpia mdeoveéig xaxig, or possibly the 
order of the last two terms should be reversed. Thus we obtain a 
natural grouping. First come the outward acts, ddckia, roynpia, mheo- 

veéia ‘injustice, rascality, graspingness.’ Then follows the inward dis- 

position, xaxia ‘viciousness.’ Kaxia denotes the pleasure taken in 

injuring others, where vice has become habitual, and where injury is 

done to others, not for the sake of gain but for its own sake. For the 
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distinction between xax/a and movnpia see on Col. iii. 8, and for wAcovegia 

Col. iii. 5. IWAeovegia is the disposition which is ever ready to sacrifice’ 

one’s neighbour to oneself in all things, not in money dealings merely. 

$0svov, dévov] See the note on Gal. v. 21 POdvor, pdvor where hovor is 

of doubtful authority. The alliteration decided the juxtaposition here, as 

in dovvérous, dovybérous (ver. 30). 

WOvpierds, karadddovs] The secret and the open detractors respec- 

tively. See Tac. Azz. vi. 7 ‘cum primores senatus infimas etiam 

delationes exercerent, alii propalam, multi per occultum.’ It seems 

probable that St Paul here had the ‘delatores’ in his mind, He is 

especially dwelling on heathen vices, and at this time ‘delatio’ was 

among the most prominent and crying vices of Rome. For the com- 

bination comp. 2 Cor. xii. 20, 1 Pet. ii. 1. 

30. @corrvyeis] ‘hateful to God, rather than ‘God-haters.’ There 

seems indeed to be no authority for the active meaning. The phrase is 

explained in Clement of Rome $35 ravra yap of mpdocovres arvyytot rp 

Ged tndpxovew, a passage which is a reminiscence of Rom. i. 29 sq., and 

can be illustrated from Wisdom xiv. 9 puonta Ge@ Kal 6 doeBdv xai 9 
doéBeta avrov, a work of which (as I have remarked before, see on ver. 20) 

the context is full. Philo, ag. John Damasc. Sacr. Paral. p. 436D, 
speaking of informers calls them didfodo: kal Oeias dwémepmrot xdpiros 

Gcoorvyeis Te Kai Ocopiceis mavrn. 
ippiords, imepnddvovs, ddatévas] The first term implies disregard for 

others, the second and third terms exaltation of self ; with this distinction 

however that vmepnpdvovs means ‘arrogant in thought,’ dAa{évas ‘ brag- 

garts in words and gestures.’ 
The rendering of vSpicras in the A.V. by ‘despiteful’ is an archaism 

rather than a mistranslation for ‘insolent’: comp. the rendering in 

Heb. x. 29 ew Bpicas ‘done despite unto.’ 
édevperds kaxdv] i.e. inventors of new forms of vice. Comp. Tac. Az. 

vi. 1 ‘ignota antea vocabula reperta sunt’; and the consequences were 

what the Apostle describes here, see the letter of Tiberius (ch. 6) which 

commences ‘quid scribam vobis, patres conscripti, aut quomodo scribam, 

aut quid omnino non scribam hoc tempore, di me deaeque peius perdant 

quam perire me quotidie sentio, si scio’; to which the historian adds the 
words, ‘adeo facinora atque flagitia sua ipsi quoque in supplicium ver- 
terant. neque frustra praestantissimus sapientiae firmare solitus est, si 

recludantur tyrannorum mentes posse aspici laniatus et ictus quando ut 

corpora verberibus ita saevitia, libidine, malis consultis animus dila- 
ceretur. quippe Tiberium non fortuna, non solitudines protegebant 

quin tormenta pectoris suasque ipse poenas fateretur.’ 

yovetoww daeGets] Comp. 1 Tim. i. 9, 2 Tim. iii. 2. 

31. dorépyovs] The insertion of domovdous after dordpyous in the 
T.R. may have arisen either as a gloss on dowvGérovs, or as a reminiscence 
of 2 Tim. iii. 3 where domovdor follows doropyou. 



I. 32.] EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 257 

32. oltwes x.r.d.] ‘2en who knowing well the ordinance of God.’ 
‘Ordinance,’ rather than ‘judgment’ (A.V.), is the meaning of d:xalopa 

here: the former implies a general legal enactment, the latter an in 

dividual verdict. 

apdocovres] ‘Practise. This is the staple of their conduct. A different 
word srowdow is used below, where simple ‘doing’ is intended to be 

implied. The same contrast is found in ii. 3. The word G@avarov is best 
explained here of spiritual death. 

od pévov K.7.A.] Jowett takes this as an anticlimax, and declares that 

it cannot ‘be maintained, as a general proposition, that it is worse to 

approve than to do evil.’ Surely this is a mistake. Many a man from 

passion or self-interest will do what his conscience does not approve ; 
but to instigate others to do, to take pleasure in doing, what is sinful, is. 

an aggravation of his state. 
cvvevdoxotaw] ‘sympathize with, and so stimulate and encourage by 

their sympathy. The variants mo.otvres, cvvevdoxodvres found in B, and 

some manuscripts of the Latin Vulgate, and known to Origen, Isidore 

of Pelusium and Epiphanius, seem to have been read by Clement of 

Rome § 35 ov povoy dé of mpdooovres avTa GAG Kat of cvvevdoKovvres avrois : 

and the attempts to complete the construction discernible in the inser- 

tion of ov« evénoav of D and the ovk éyvwoav of G after émvyvorres above, 

point in the same direction. But if, as is possible, this was the original 
reading, it may have been an error of Tertius the amanuensis, in the 

hurry of writing what was dictated to him. Clement of Rome appears 

to have taken the words zro.otvres, cuvevdoxodvres to refer to of ra rocatra 

mpaoocovres x7... but this is surely wrong. Still Clement’s testimony to 

the reading is of the highest importance, as he may have had the 

Apostle’s autograph before him, when he wrote. 



CHAPTER II. 

iii. State of the Jewish people (ii. 1—29). 

IT is worth while to observe the identity of plan discernible in this 

chapter and in the last. As in the last section (i. 18—32) St Paul 

began with a general proposition, and made no direct reference to the 

Gentiles, this general proposition however involving the condition of the 

Gentiles as a class; and thence proceeded to the special sins of the 

Gentiles as a class: so here he starts from a general statement, which 

implicitly contains a description of the condition of the Jews as a class, 

though there is no mention of the Jews; and goes on to condemn the 

Jew through this general statement, though he does not refer directly to 

him till ver. 17. 

Again the universality of the statement is emphasized in each case 

(i. 18 éri macav doéBeay, ii. 1 was 6 kpivov). The Jew, who falls into 

Gentile profligacy, falls under Gentile condemnation ; and the Gentile, 

who indulges in Jewish pride and self-righteousness, will be punished as 

if he were a Jew. As a last point of coincidence the two general ordi- 

nances are bound together by the repetition of the word dvamoAdynros 

(i. 20, ii. 1). There is no escape either for the one or for the other. 

1. 6 «plvev] The parable of the Pharisee and Publican is the best 

commentary on this whole section: compare especially ii. 17—19 with the 

terms in which the parable is introduced (Luke xviii. 9). 

xaraxplves] For St Paul’s frequent use of compounds of xpivew see 
the note on 1 Cor. ii. 15. 

2. éorlv kard dAyGeav] The verb is slightly emphatic, as its position 
shows. It implies the absolute character of God’s judgment. Kara 
d\nOecay may be illustrated from John vii. 24. 

3. ot] The pronoun is emphatic; ‘thinkest thou that thou shalt 
prove an exception to the general rule?’ The Jews held that the judg- 
ment was for the Gentiles only, not for the Israelites, the true servants of 
Messiah. The Apostle’s reminder is an echo of the Baptist’s language 
(Matt. iii. 8, 9). 

4. 4] This isthe alternative. ‘If you do not trust your own powers 
of evasion, it follows that you must despise the lavish mercy of God.’ 
Thus wv. 3, 4 set forth the two grounds on which his hearers hoped to go 
unpunished. 
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XpneréryTos, dvoxis, paxpoduplas] The distinction between ypyordrns, 
neutral, ‘a kindly disposition towards one’s neighbours’ not necessarily 

taking an active form, and paxpoéuula, Sasszve, ‘patient endurance under 

injuries inflicted by others,’ is set forth in the note on Gal. v. 22, where 

the two words work up to the acézve correlative, dyaOwotyn, * goodness, 

beneficence’ as an energetic principle. There however the terms are 

applied to human agents; here as applied to God the distinction is 
somewhat different, ypyordrys implying His ‘gracious dealings,’ dvoyy 
His ‘forbearance,’ His ‘suspension of judgment,’ paxpoOupia His ‘long- 

suffering.’ Thus dvoxn, which in classical Greek signifies a suspension of 

arms, ‘indutiae,’ represents a transient state of things which ‘after a 

certain lapse of time...unless other conditions intervene, will pass away’ 
(Trench W.7. Syz. §liii. p. 199). Accordingly in one of the two passages 

in which it occurs in the N.T. it is connected with the mapeous duaptnparor 

(Rom. iii, 25) anterior to the knowledge of the atoning work of Christ. 

7d Xpyordv Tov Ocod] i.e. ‘not knowing that the true purpose of God’s 

goodness is the very reverse of this, intended not to encourage you to 

sin, but to lead you to repentance.’ 

5. Onoavpltes] ‘storest up. The idea of @ncavpiter is gradual accu- 
mulation: ‘irae divinae judicia paulatim coacervari, ut tandem universa 

promantur’ Wolf (Cur. Phil. iv. 38). The words ev nuépa dpyfjs contain an 

abridged expression, with the meaning ‘so that they will be accumulated 

upon you in the day of wrath’: see the notes on 1 Thess. iii. 13 duéu- 

mrovs, where other examples are given, and Phil. iv. 19 év d0&). This 

appears to be the true sense in James v. 5 also ev jjucpa ohayfs. On this 
Pauline use of 7juépa see the notes on 1 Thess. v. 2, 4. 

6. 85 droSdéce «.7.4.] From the LXx. of Prov. xxiv. 12, a favourite 
quotation in the N.T., occurring in St Paul here and 2 Tim. iv. 14, in 

Matt. xvi. 27 and Rev. xxii.12, Clement of Rome (§ 34) cites it, probably 

from Rev. l.c., and characteristically combines it with other Old Testa- 

ment passages. His namesake of Alexandria (Strom. iv. 22, p. 625) 

copies it from the Roman Clement. 

kara Td Upya airot] Explained by the words which follow xaé 
Umonovyy épyou dyabov. St Paul’s doctrine of justification by faith must 

be qualified and interpreted by such expressions as these. 

7. ftwrjv aldvov] sc. drodéce. This must be the construction, for the 

accusatives Od£av, riunv, dpOapoiay cannot be separated from {yrovow. 

8. ois St é€ épOelas] Instead of the usual explanation ‘those whose 

Starting-point is party-feeling’ (comp. iv. 14 of é« vduou, Gal. iii. 7 of ék 

niorews), it is perhaps better to supply mpdcoovow ‘those who act from 
party-feeling.’ Certainly where the expression occurs again (Phil. i. 17 
oi €& épiOeias), it is not, as some suppose, elliptical, but xarayyéAkovow 
has to be supplied: see the note on é£ dydmns there. For épideia see on 

Gal. v. 20, Phil. ii. 3. The phrase is especially appropriate to the 

Judaizing tendencies, where party was set before truth (Phil. i. 17). 

17—2 
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épyi] Kal Oupads «-7.A.] The construction of the sentence presents certain 

difficulties, owing to three main peculiarities of structure. (1) There is 

a change, the nominatives épy) «.r.A. occurring where the parallel to 

Conv aidvov would require accusatives. We must not however remedy this 

by placing a full stop after ddckéa ; for, though this would simplify the con- 

struction, it would be harsh and not at all after St Paul’s manner. (2) The 

expression éi macav wuy7..."EAAnves ‘extending to every soul of man’ 

etc, is a sort of afterthought. The first idea of the sentence é& épiOeias 
refers mainly to the Jew; but, as in other cases, the Apostle hastens to 

make the proposition universal. (3) Lastly, the change of form in the 

sentence and its extension lead to the addition d0€a 8é..."EAAqu, which 

finally destroys whatever symmetry remained. 

9. OAtfrs Kal orevoxwpla] We gather from 2 Cor. iv. 8 OdBopevor 
dd ob arevoyapovpevot that crevoyepia is the stronger word. The terms 

are perhaps to be distinguished as the temporary and the continuous. 

More strictly, we may say that the opposite to 6Airs ‘compression’ is 

dveous ‘relaxation’ (on which word see 2 Thess. i. 7), the opposite to 

orevoxwpia is wAarucpos or evpvxwpia ‘enlargement, room to move in.’ 

Here, and in viii. 35, both expressions are derived from Is. viii. 22. On 

OAiis and kindred words see the note on I Thess. iii. 7 dvayxy kai Odie. 

katepyatopevou] ‘who worketh out, worketh deliberately” Below (ver. 
10) it is TS epyatoper simply. 

awpatov] As the Jew has priority of privilege, so he has also priority of 
penalty. 

II. od yap] referring to wavri ré epy. The mparov is overlooked, as 

being merely incidental and not affecting the drpoowmoAnpia of God. 

On mpocwroAnpwia see the note on Gal. ii. 6 rpdc@mov AapBavev. 

12, Seov yap] ‘ All alike, for whether under law or not under law, they 

shall be judged according to their condition.’ 

13. ov ydp of dkpoaral K.7.A.] The sentence is connected with év véuo 

jpaprov, ‘For the mere facts that they are under law, that they are 

children of Abraham, that Moses is read among them every Sabbath-day 

(Acts xv. 21), will not rescue them.’ Compare James i. 22, 23,25. For 

dxpoarat of hearing without action see the description given by Cleon of 

the character of the Athenians (Thuc. iii. 38) etd6are Ocarai péev trav Aoyov 
ylyver Oa, dxpoarat S€ ray epyav. 

vépou, vépov] The article is omitted because a general principle is 

stated. The reference is doubtless to the Mosaic law; but the Apostle 

divides mankind intotwo classes—those under law, and those not under law. 

SixawwOycovrar] The change of expression from dixatos is perhaps in- 
tentional, The one are not zfso facto just : the others will be made just. 

14. 8rav yap] The fourth yap in succession. ‘The doers of the law, 

I say; for the principle must be wide enough to admit Gentiles also. 

They too in a certain sense have a law (vdyos) and so they have a capacity 

of fulfilling it (of being mounrat vopov).’ 
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vn Ta. pi) vdpov exovra] ‘ Gentiles, classes, that is to say, who have not 
law. 

éavrois elolv vépos] They have a standard of right and wrong in their 

own consciences which acts as a law to them. Many parallels have been 

adduced (by Wetstein and others) from classical authors, e.g. Arist. Zh. 

Nic. iv. 8. (14) 6 8) xapiets Kai edevbepios otras Eker oiov vopos dv éavra, 

Poltt. 11. xiii. 14 kara 8€ ray rovourdy ovK Eos vowos* avrol ydp eiot vopos, 

Manilius v. 495 ‘ipse sibi lex est.’ But in all these passages the sense 
is different. In these it denotes independence, and even (as in the last 

quoted) self-will. Whereas here the expression implies self-restraint. 

More to the point is Philo de Adrah..§ 46 (II. p. 40 ed. Mangey) ov ypdp- 

pacw dvadidaxdeis ddX aypade tH hice: crovddcas vyawovcats Kal dvdcots 
6ppais éraxodovOjoa. wept d€ dv 6 Oeds opodroyel, Ti mpoojkev avOparovs F 
BeBasrara morevew; To.ottos 6 Bios Tou mpdrov Kal dpynyérov earl rov 

ZOvovs, Gs pév Evtor Hyoover, vopipos* ws dé 6 map’ enod Adyos ederke, vouos 

avris dy kai Oeopos aypagos. 

15. ypamrdv év tais kapSlats aivav] For the metaphor see Jerem. 

xxxi. 33, 2 Cor. iii. 3. It is sustained throughout. ‘Their heart is their 

statute-book ; their conscience is their witness; their reflexions are their 

prosecutors or their advocates ; God Himself is their Judge.’ 
q kal] ‘or, zt may happen’—implying that it is a comparatively rare 

case. Compare 2 Cor. i. 13 @ dvayweéoxere i) Kal émvywooxere, Matt. vii. 

10, Luke xviii. 11. 

16. a ypépq Ste] The process is now going on; but the summing up, 

the verdict, will take place then. On this brachylogy of év see above on 

ver. 5 év iyépq spyfjs. Of the various readings in this clause év rjuépa dre 

is the best supported, but ev 4 jyepa perhaps the most probable on in- 

ternal grounds. Kpive. however is certainly to be read for xpwei, in 

accordance with St Paul’s usual preference of the present in similar 
cases for the sake of vividness: see the instances collected on 1 Thess. 

i. 10 Ths épyopévns, v. 2 Epyerar, 2 Thess. ii. 9 eoriv, 1 Cor. v. 13 rovs dé 

Zéw 6 Geds xpiver, and comp. Luke xvii. 30 9 muepa 6 vids rod dvOpdmov 
droxadvrrerat, 2 good parallel to this passage. 

+6 evayyé&tév pov] The phrase occurs also ch. xvi. 25, 2 Tim. ii. 8 
So rd evayyédtov jay 2 Cor. iv. 3, 1 Thess. i. 5, where he associates others 

with himself. He appeals to the preaching of the Second Advent and 
the Judgment, the topic of the Epistles to the Thessalonians and of his 

speech before the Areopagus (Acts xvii.), the characteristic of the first 

stage of his teaching (see Biblical Essays, p. 224sq.). It is an idle fancy 

which sees in the phrase an allusion to St Luke’s Gospel. 
17. drovopdty] ‘thou art surnamed’; as an honourable distinction, 

with perhaps a notion of its not being their proper name (see vv. 28, 29). 

The word occurs here only in the New Testament. 

7d GAnpa] i.e. ‘the divine will.’ It is used thus absolutely by St Paul 

here with the definite article, elsewhere (1 Cor. xvi. 12 mavras ovk fv Ohya 
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iva viv @\6y) without it. Examples of both kinds appear frequently in the 
Ignatian Epistles, Polyc. 8 és ro OéAnua mpoordcoe, Eph. 20 éav...0éAnpa 

h, Rom. 1 éavmep Oednya F rod déwOjvai pe, Smyrn. 1 vidv Geot xara OeAnua 
kal duvapw, 2. § 11. So too Clem. Alex. Strom. vi. 18 (p. 826) OeArjpare 

Gdnpa kai 7G dyig mvevpare ro dytov mveipa Oewpeiv eOifovres. On the other 

hand, of the devil Heracleon said that he py gyew O&Anpa GAN’ eriOvpias, 

Orig. 2x Joann. xx. § 20 (IV. p. 339). In the passage before us this abso- 
lute use is obscured by the proximity of Oed, and in 1 Cor. l.c. 6éAnpa 

is almost universally misunderstood as applying to Apollos himself. 

Compare the absolute use of 7 opy) (1 Thess. ii. 16, Rom. v. 9, xii. 19), 

70 dvopa (Phil. ii. 9). These instances ‘indicate, as I believe, the true read- 

ing in Rom. xv. 32 iva év xapG @AOw mpds vpas did OeAjparos, where various 
additions appear in the MSS. Ocod in AC, Kvpiou "Iqgod in B, "Incot Xpiorod 

in &, Xpeorod "Incod in DFG, but where 6éAnpa appears to be used abso- 

lutely’ (On a Fresh Revision of the English N. Test., 1891, p. 118). 

18. Soxipdfes 7a Stadépovra] Not ‘things which are opposed,’ as good 
and bad (so for instance Fritzsche Rom. I. p. 129), for it requires no keen 

moral sense to discriminate between these—but ‘things that transcend,’ 

‘ex bonis meliora’ in Bengel’s words. The phrase occurs also Phil. i. 10. 

karnxotpevos] ‘ zzstructed. For the word see on Gal. vi. 6. 

19. é8nydv tudddv «.A.] The Apostle uses with a latent irony just 

the terms in which the Jew would describe himself. For édnyév ruddy 

see Wetstein on Matt. xv. 14, for maiSevtiy dppovey Prov. xvi. 22, Heb. 

xii. 9, for ynmiwy in this sense, Heb. v. 13. 

20. tiv poppwcw] Compare 2 Tim. iii. 5, where the word occurs 

again. The pdpdaocis is something different from the popdy. It is the 

rough-sketch, the pencilling of the popd@y. Hence it signifies (1) the out- 

line, the framework as it were, like trorvmwors in St Paul’s Epistles ; 

(2) the outline without the substance (2 Tim. 1. c.). In pop@y is involved 

the idea of ‘reality, ‘substance.’ This may appear incidentally in pép- 

goois, but it is not inherent in the word. 

22. 6 BSeAvocdpevos k.7.A.] Had anything occurred which suggested 

this contradiction to St Paul? Wetstein refers to Josephus Azz. xviii. 

3, 5, where it is related that certain Jews appropriated some gifts destined 

by Fulvia, a proselytess, for the Temple at Jerusalem. This took place 

in the reign of Tiberius. The incident however does not meet the case 

here, Obviously St Paul refers to robbing an idol’s temple, making gain 

out of the very things which they professed to abominate. Doubtless 

some instance had occurred, in which Jews, under pretence of detestation 

of idolatry, had plundered some heathen temples and gained booty 

thereby. See Acts xix. 37, a passage which seems to show that such 

outbreaks were not unusual, arising sometimes perhaps from sincere 
fanaticism, sometimes from sordid avarice. 

Somewhat similarly Josephus, when expounding Jewish law to his 

Gentile readers, says (Azz. iv. 8. 10) Bkacgypeira dé pydeis Bods ods modes 
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Gat vopiCover’ pr cvdav iepd Eevixd, und dv eravopacpevoy 7 tun bed 

keyumdtov AauBavev. This is a comment on Exod. xxii. 28 Ocods ov Kaxo- 

Aoyyoets, Deut. vii. 25, 26 ra yAumra tov Oedv avrav kavoete Tupi’ ovK émt- 

Oupjoecs apyvptov otdé xpucioy dm avrav ov Any ceauTa...d7e BdeAvypa 
Kupio TS Ges cov éori, to which latter passage St Paul (like Josephus) 

would seem to refer. Philo is no less explicit (Vita Moys. iii. 26, 11. 
p. 166) £odver yap kai dyaApatwr Kal Towovrorpémav ddidpuparar 7 oikoupévn 

peor yéyovev, dv Ths BAaodynpulas dvéxew dvayxaioy iva pydels Oityra rdv 

Moioéws yropinev cuvddws Oeov mpoopyoews adoyeiv. Similarly Origen 
(c. Cels. viii. 38) quotes the passage in Exodus already referred to against 

Celsus’ contention that the Christians are accustomed to boast that they 

reviled heathen gods with impunity, and supports his statement by the 

general teachings of St Paul (Rom. xii. 14, 1 Cor. vi. 10) in this direction. 

23. & vépw kavxdeat] Compare Ecclus. xxxix. 8 év vou diabqnns 

Kupiov xavyjoera. 

24. 1d ydp bvopa «1.A.] From the Lxx. of Isaiah lii. 5 60 dpas dia- 
mavros Td 3vopd pou Braodypeira év rois Zverw. In the Hebrew however 

there is nothing to correspond either with dv vpas or év rois géveow ; and 

the sentiments in the original seem to be different from St Paul’s appli- 

cation, alluding as it does to the persecution of the Jews in captivity. 

This persecution however and this captivity were a punishment for their 

sins ; thus the additions give correct sense. The purport of St Paul’s 

language here is found in Ezek. xxxvi. 20—23, though the expression 

there is different. Compare 1 Tim. vi. 1, Tit. ii. 5, perhaps reminis- 
cences of the same text; Clement of Rome, § 47 dare kai Bdaodn- 

pias émupéperOat TH dvopats Kupiov dia tiv vperépav ddppoovmy, which is 

certainly based on St Paul’s words. It is to be remarked however that 

here alone of passages cited by St Paul xaOds yéypamra: follows, instead 
of preceding, the quotation. By this peculiarity and by the introductory 

yap the Apostle seems to indicate that he disengages the sentence from 

its context, and so from the circumstances of its original application. 

25. mpdoogs] i.e. ‘if the law be the standard of your conduct.’ The 

phrase is unique. 

27. tov Sid ypdpparos] Aca denotes the circumstances at the time of 

the act, ‘passing through’ which the act takes place. Compare Rom. 
xiv. 20 ré dia mpookdpparos éoiovrt, 2 Cor. ii. 4 eypawa duiv dia modday 

Saxpvov, and perhaps 1 Thess. iv. 14 rovs xoupnOévras bia rob “Inood (where 

see the note). 

28, 29. od yap «.7.A.] For the grammar of the passage it is necessary 
to supply “Iovdaios before "lovdaios (twice), weperouy and 4 dAnOds meprrouy 
before the first and second mepcroun respectively, and éorly after repiropy, 

*Iovdaios and xap8ias. 

29. ov 6 emawos] i.e. ‘whose proper praise.’ The antecedent is of 
course "Iovdaios. For the idea comp. Gal. vi. 16 rév "Iopand roi Ocod. 



CHAPTER HI. 

iv. The covenant-privileges of the Jew (iii. 1—20). 

Tus chapter divides itself into three parts: (1) certain objections 

are stated and answered (vv. I—8); (2) the position that the Jews also 

are under sin is established from Holy Scripture (vv. g—20); (3) asa 

general conclusion from the results of ch. i. 16—iil. 20, viz. the universal 
failure of mankind both Jew and Gentile, a universal remedy is necessary, 

and it is found in Christ (vv. 21—31). 

The first of these three sections may be expanded somewhat as 
follows, as St Paul meets the objections which arise in his mind. 

Objection: ‘This view deprives the Jew of his advantages.’ Axswer: 

‘Not at all: these remain as before. For instance, he is the keeper of 

the sacred archives.’ Odjectzon: ‘ But if some were unfaithful to their 

trust, their unfaithfulness impugns the good faith of God” Answer: ‘No: 

throughout we must assume that God is true. So far from impugning, 

it establishes God’s good faith. As the Psalmist says, I have sinned 

that God may be justified.’ Odjection: ‘ But if so, if it redounds to God’s 

glory, if it does a good work, why should I be punished? How is it 

just in God to visit me with His wrath?’ Axswer: ‘Whatever come, 

God must be just: for He is the Judge of all the world. The objection 

in fact amounts to this, that the means justifies the end, a maxim with 

which I myself have been falsely charged.’ 

2. mp&rov piv] See i. 8, 1 Cor. xi. 18. Only one privilege is here 
mentioned. This however was enough for a sample. So the enume- 

ration is stopped that the argument may not be interrupted. The fuller 
enumeration occurs later, ix. 4. 

émorreiOnoay] ‘they were entrusted with, The A.V. rendering ‘unto 
them were committed the oracles of God’ is ambiguous as regards the 
construction, which is common in the Pauline Epistles: see the note 
on I Thess. ii. 4 meorevOjvar rd evayyéAror. 

3. ‘For granted that some were unfaithful to their trust, what fol- 

lows? Not surely that their unfaithfulness destroys, nullifies the faith- 
fulness of God. Away with the thought,’ . 
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The sentence is to be connected with the general argument, and so 

to be attached to qwoAd xara mwavra rpérov, There is no connexion here 
between émorevénoay and jriornoav. The force of the passage appears 

from the parallel in ix. 6. God’s promise stands firm, notwithstanding 

their infidelity. This promise was only conditional, it applied only to 

the true Israel. And therefore it is not infringed by the rejection of 

the faithless. 

qrlornoay] i.e. were amoro., were untrue to their trust. This meaning 

seems to be required both by the rj wiorw of the context, and by the 

parallel, 2 Tim. ii. 13 ef dmiorotpev, éxeivos murrds péver, apynoacbar yap 

éavroy ov Svvarat. The verb dmoreivy (2 Tim. l. c.) and the substantive 

a moria (Wisdom xiv. 25 dmoria tapayy émiopxia—a book constantly in 

St Paul’s mind, see above on i. 20 sq., 30) are capable of the double mean- 

ing of dmioros, which is applied not merely to the ‘disbeliever’ but to 

the ‘unfaithful, ‘untrustworthy’ (see Luke xii. 46, Rev. xxi. 8). The 

substantive is constantly used in this sense in classical writers, e.g. Xen. 

Anab. iii. 2. 4 opare riv Ticoadépvous dmoriav dozts...€mi TovTois avros 

Opooas nuiv...adros eEararnacas suvéhaBe rovs arparyyovs 20. ii. 5. 21, and 
so Philo Leg. ad Caium § 16 (11. p. 562) dmotiay suod kai dxapioriay mpos 

Toy ToU KOopou TravTos evepyérnyv. See further Galatians p. 154 sq. 

i] Dr Jowett’s assertion here that ‘y is used in the N.T. indiffe- 
rently in questions intended to have either an affirmative or negative 
answer’ appears to me to arise from a misconception of the Apostle’s 

standpoint. 

The fact is that St Paul, as it were, keeps the objection in his own 

hands. He is not so much arguing with some outward antagonist, as 

answering difficulties which arise in his own mind, Hence, at the very 

moment of stating his objection, he negatives it. For mere argumentative 

purposes it would have run ov« 9 amoria x.7.A. But the Apostle cannot 
bear to make even hypothetically and momentarily a statement which 

involves blasphemy. Therefore he negatives the supposition even while 

suggesting it. Compare 1 Cor. i. 13. This somewhat injures the clear- 
ness of the argument, but it preserves the Apostle’s reverence. 

4. ywérdw] ‘de found, i.e. become, relatively to our apprehension. 

This sense is frequent in the imperative; see the references given in 
Vaughan, and add Rev. ii. 10 yivouv motos axpt Oavdrov, iii, 2 yivov ypyyopar, 

2 Pet. i. 20. 

ev 76 xplverOal oe] ‘when Thou pleadest’; certainly not, ‘when Thou art 
judged,’ as the A. V. The subject of the verb is God, and the xpiveoOa 

of the Lxx. which St Paul reproduces, is the middle voice, used, as in 

1 Cor. vi. 6 ddeAos pera adeAGod xpivera, of a partyin atrial. By a figure 

common in the Old Testament prophets, perhaps derived originally from 

Joel iii. 2, God and the sinner are regarded as two parties in a suit (see 

the references given in Vaughan). At the same time it is highly probable 

that ¢v r@ xpiveoOai oe here must be regarded as a mistranslation on the 
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part of the Lxx., the pronominal suffix being made the object instead of 
the subject ; for in the Hebrew text of Ps. li. 4, as we now have it, the 

word is 7Q5W2, which is xpivew, not xpiveoda, and the distinction between 
the two voices is as clearly observed in the Lxx. as in classical Greek. 

Symmachus translates correctly vixav xpivovra, and we need not suppose 

that the Septuagint translators had a different Hebrew text before them. 

St Paul, though aware of the mistranslation, would not think it necessary 

to correct the LXX. in a point which did not affect his argument. 

5. +t épodpev] This expression is used again vi. 1, vii. 7, ix. 14, 30. 

In all these places the argument seems to have lodged the hearers in 

some difficult position from which they need extricating. Here the case 
of David raises the difficulty. 

p1) GSucos] The explanation of the wy here is the same as in ver. 3. 

kara, avOpwrov A€yo] ‘Pardon me such language, the very use of which 

needs apology. It is but a foolish, ignorant, human mode of speaking.’ 
On the phrase, which is peculiar to this group of Epistles, see Gal. iii. 15. 

6. eel] ‘since on this supposition, and so equivalent to ‘otherwise,’ 
‘if it were not so.’ The phrase is sometimes strengthened by the 
addition of dpa: see on I Cor. vii. 14. 

xplve.] ‘otherwise how doth God judge the earth?’ It is perhaps best 
here (as in ii. 16) to read the present rather than the future (kpuwei). The 

reference is probably to Gen. xviii. 25 6 xpivov macav tiv yay od rouoes 

xpiow; rather than to Ps. ix. 8, Ixvii. 4, or xcvi. 13. The judgment 

alluded to is going on day by day. The attempt to restrict the term rév 

koapoy to the heathen world gains no countenance either from the context 

or from St Paul’s usage elsewhere (see on Eph. ii. 2). 

7. et 8%] This, not 7 yap, is the true reading here. It refers back to 

el 8€ 4 adikia yuay x.r.d. (ver. 5), and is in fact the same objection starting 

up again. 

rl %u] The ére is probably argumentative, ‘this being the case,’ as in 

Rom. ix. 19, Gal. v. 11. 

8. kal pr Ka8ds] Some suppose a confused construction here «at [ri] 
pn, KaOds...gaciv tives pas déyew, woujoopey x.t.d., the sense being 

dislocated by the introduction of kaés as in 1 Thess. iv. 1, Col. i. 6, 

where see the notes. It is however simpler to understand yévyrat 
after pn. 

swes] Either the Judaizing antagonists who wished to bring St Paul’s 
doctrine into disrepute as leading to antinomianism, or professed 

followers who degraded it by their practice (cf. vi. 1 sq., Phil. iii. 18). 
av 7d xp(ya] meaning not ‘our revilers, but all who draw these 

antinomian inferences. St Paul does not argue against the cavil, but 

crushes it by an appeal to moral instincts; compare Phil. iii. 19 dy ré 
réAos améNeta. 

g. tl obv; mpoexépeda;] Having regard to the usual sense of 

mpoexopeOa, we shall be led to take ri ov mpoeyéueOa; together, and 
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render either ‘What privilege do we exhibit?’ or ‘What excuse do we 

offer, what defence do we make?’ (see below). But this construction is 

forbidden by the following ov mavras. TTIpoeyoueda therefore must be 
taken alone. The exact meaning of the word here is uncertain. The 

active mpoéyew is not found in the Lxx., nor elsewhere in the N. T. In 
classical usage the middle mpo¢yeoOa is frequent in the sense of ‘to hold 

out before one as a mpécxnya.” This rpdcynpa may be either (a) a defence, 

protection, (2) a pretence, excuse, or (3) a decoration, boast (e.g. Herod. 

v. 28 where Miletus is described as ris "Iwvins mpédcynua). Accordingly 
some would take it here as a middle, and render ‘ Have we any protection 
or shield?’ But mpo¢yerOat does not appear to be so used absolutely in 

the middle. Turning therefore to the passive voice, we might adopt 

Vaughan’s rendering ‘Are we preferred?’ which would give excellent 
sense, if there were any instance of this rendering, but I can find none. 

On the other hand the active mpucyew ‘to excel’ is found with the 

accusative of the thing excelled (e.g. Xenoph. Avadé, iii. 2. 17 &t povo 

mpo€éxovor jas of immets), and the passive mpoéyeoOa is used once at least 

(Chrysippus ap. Plutarch Mor. p. 1038 D otrw rots dyabois aot tatra 
mpoonker, kar’ ovdev mpoexopevots vd Tov Atés) in the sense ‘to be excelled.’ 

And to this rendering I must adhere, until I find instances of the use 

which Vaughan adopts. 

‘What then,’ argues the Jew, ‘do you mean to tell me that others 

have the advantage over us?’ St Paul’s answer is, ‘Not at all. We said 

before that Jews and Gentiles all were under sin. But if we do not give 
them any advantage over you, neither do we give you any advantage 

over them. ‘Your Scriptures show that you are not exempted.’ 
od wdvtws] ‘oz at all” As usual the mdyrws qualifies the ov, not the 

ov the wavres (see on I Cor. v. 10). 

mpoytiacdpela] ‘we before laid to the charge’; not ‘we have before 

proved,’ as the A. V. renders it in its text. 
Io. Kads yéyparrat] Several passages are here strung together. 

The first of these is taken from Ps. xiv. (xiii.) I—3, after which in the 

Prayer Book Version of the Psalms all the rest are added, i.e. tapos 
dvegypevos...avrav, though they find no place there in the Hebrew, the 

Targums, the Chaldee, the Syriac, or the other Greek versions (excluding 

the Lxx.), see Field Heraf/a, 1. p. 105. The verses are omitted in some 

manuscripts of the LXx. (including A), and are bracketed by the second 

hand of x, but are found in B. Was then this insertion made in the 

LXx. from St Paul here, or had St Paula MS. of the LxXx. in which the 

words occurred together? The former supposition is doubtless the true 

one. For, first, St Paul does not quote literally in the first part of the 

‘quotation, as we shall see ; and there is therefore no @ Zviord reason that 
we should expect to find the passage as a whole in any one place in the 
Lxx. Secondly, the absence of the verses in the Hebrew is a strong 

presumption that they would be absent in the LxXx. also. Thirdly, it is 
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very likely that St Paul’s quotation would be inserted in the margin and 
afterwards in the text of the Lxx. of Ps. xiv. (xiii.), on the hypothesis that 

the words were originally wanting. On the other hand, it is extremely un- 

likely that, if originally there, they would afterwards have been omitted. 

The evidence respecting the text of the Lxx. leads to the same result. 

Origen (in Cramer’s Cazena, p. 18) speaks of St Paul’s ‘ gathering together 

passages’ (jnra cvvayayeiv) to show that all were under sin, and refers 

each severally to its proper place. There is no mention of a text where 

the passage occurs as a whole. Rufinus however in his translation 
(Origen, of. IV. 504) says ‘Illud etiam necessario ducimus admonendum 

quod in nonnullis Latinorum ea quae subsequuntur testimonia in tertio 

decimo psalmo consequentes ex integro posita inveniuntur: in Graecis 

autem pene omnibus non amplius in tertio decimo psalmo quam usque 

ad illum versiculum ubi scriptum est ‘Non est qui faciat bonum non est 

usque ad unum.’ The mention of the Latin Mss. shows that the earlier 

part of this sentence was Rufinus’ own interpolation: and probably the 

latter part was also, as there is no trace of it in the fragment in the Catena. 

If however the latter clause were Origen’s own, it would show that in his 

time a very small proportion of the MSS. of the Lxx. contained the 

passage. Eusebius (zz Psalmos, v. p. 145 ed. Migne) does not mention 

the insertion, but comments on the passage without it. Jerome (Prac. 

in Comm. in Isaiam, lib. xvi. quoted by Field 1. c.) in reply to a question 

raised by Eustochium declares that all the Greek commentators (omnes 

Graeciae tractatores) mark the passage with an asterisk and pass it 

over (veru annotant atque praetereunt) as not contained in the Hebrew, 

though the question of Eustochium clearly implies that the passage was 

found in the Latin copies ordinarily in use. 

otk er K.7.4.] The words of Ps. xiv. (xiii.) 1—3 are taken from the 
LXX., as the exact coincidences of language in the latter part show. I 

cannot however attribute to a lapse of memory the variation at the 
commencement which in the Psalm runs as follows, Kupuos ék Tod ovpavod 
Suexuper eri robs viods rév dvOpdérav Tov idetv ei Corw cundy # exCyrav Tov 

Gedy, especially as the words occur in the parallel passage also 

Ps. liii. (lii.) 3, and the rest of the quotation is accurate. I believe 

therefore that the Apostle gave rather the substance than the words at 

the beginning, so changing the form, as to adapt it to his context and 

make a fit introduction. And this is Origen’s opinion, as expressed 

through Rufinus, ‘puto dari in hoc apostolicam auctoritatem ut cum 

scripturae testimoniis utendum fuerit, sensum magis ex ea quam verba 

capiamus. Hoc enim et in Evangeliis factum frequenter invenies.’ For 

parallel instances see 1 Cor. i. 31, 1 Cor. xv. 45, both introduced by 

xadds yéyparrat. 

12. XpewOnoav] The idea of the original nON seems to be ‘to go 

bad or sour’ like milk (see Gesen. Zhes. p. 102). The Greek word 

dypewiby occurs twice in the Scholiast to A‘schines (p. 10. 3, p. 28. 7). 
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13. tdos dvepypéves] And thus at once a danger and a pollution 

(comp. Luke xi. 44). 

The quotation as far as édodwtcay is from Ps. v. 9: then follows 
Ps, cxl. 3: verse 14 represents Ps. x. 7, and the next three verses 

Is. lix. 7, 8. Lastly, verse 18 gives us the last half of Ps. xxxv. (xxxvi.) 1, 

avrov being changed into adréy to conform to the plurals which precede. 
The Jews boasted in the law. They prided themselves that they were 

children of Abraham. They made a distinction between themselves and 

the Gentiles. The Gentiles had fallen away from God, were out of the 
pale of salvation. St Paul shows that their own prophets and teachers 
had used the strongest possible language about themselves ; had thus 

given the lie direct to their pride and self-sufficiency. Accordingly the 

condemnation applies equally to them as to the Gentiles. 

The Apostle’s words however must not be pressed to mean more than 
he meant by them. Ps. xiv., which contains the strongest condemnation, 
at the same time speaks of a remnant (ver. 4). And this is St Paul’s own 

language elsewhere (Rom. xi.). He insists on the fact of there being a 

remnant. Still his main position remains as before. The law in itself 

did not justify. Else this universal depravity would have been im- 
possible at any epoch. 

19. ol8apey] ‘It is an obvious truth, it needs no argument to show, 

that the scriptures were addressed to those whom alone they could reach.’ 
The expression ofSayev is a favourite one in this Epistle (ii. 2, vii. 14, 

viii. 22, 28) when used of propositions that commend themselves. It was 

the tendency of Rabbinical teachers in St Paul’s time and afterwards to 

apply all such passages to the heathen. Hence the Apostle’s oiSapev as 

if to preclude this forced reference. 
6 vépos] This can only mean one thing. Those who are ad- 

dressed in the Old Testament, are the people under the Old Testament 

dispensation, i.e. the Israelites themselves. The Old Testament speaks 
to Jews, not to Gentiles, and therefore to Jews this severe language 

applies, 

Aadet] ‘ zttereth.” The general difference between Aadeiv and déeyew is 
that the former lays stress on the enunciation, the latter on the meaning. 

Aadelv is loqui, ‘to talk’; Aéyew is dicere, ‘to speak.” Hence 7 Aadid cov 
‘thy speech’ (Matt. xxvi. 73, Mark xiv. 70) implies not the thoughts or 

the words themselves, but the mode of utterance. When Aadia is 

opposed to Adyos, as in John viii. 43 Oia ri ryy Aadeav THY eu ov 
ywooxere; Ort od SivacGe dkovew Tov Adyov Tov epov, it represents the form, 

the way of speaking, the language, which was unintelligible to the Jews 

who had incapacitated themselves from understanding the substance, the 

underlying truth of the message delivered. Thus Aadeiy here (comp. 
Heb. i. 1) has a closer connexion with the hearer than Aéyew, and the 

distinction between the two verbs is evident when we consider that to 

interchange them would be intolerable. 
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tré8tkos yévnrar] ‘way be brought under the cognizance’ of God’s 

tribunal. ‘YééiKcos, though a good classical word, does not occur in the 

LXX., or elsewhere in the N. T., its place being taken by evoyos. 

20. é€ Upywv vépov «.t.d.] A free citation from Ps. cxliii. (cxlii.) 2, to 
which St Paul has added éé Zpyov véuov as his own interpretation justified 

by what he has said before, dca 6 vouos «.7.A. See the note on Gal. ii. 16, 

where the same passage is quoted and the same comment appears. 

Sid yap vopov «.7.A.] This idea of law creating and multiplying sin is 
first thrown out in 1 Cor. xv. 56. There the mention is casual, and has 

no very obvious relation to the context, though beneath the surface we 

discern a close connexion. A few months later the thought is worked 
out in the Epistles to the Galatians and to the Romans (see vii. 7—25). 

Law is the great educator of the moral conscience. Restraint is 
necessary in order to develope the conception of duty. This is equally 

the case with the individual and with the world at large. With the 

latter, as with the former, there is a period of childhood, of non-age, a 

period in which external restraints represent the chief instrument of 

education. The law says, ‘Do not, or thou shalt die.” Thus the 

character of the Law is negative : of the Gospel, positive. 

v. A universal remedy to meet this universal failure (iii. 21—31). 

21. vuvl 8] ‘dat ow, when the world has come of age (comp. 
Gal. iv. 1 sq.). 

Sixatorsvy Ocod] The idea conveyed in this expression seems to be 

twofold ; first, something inherent in God; secondly, something com- 

municated to us; compare below Sixatov kai Sixavotvra (ver. 26). There 

is thus both the external act, what is done for us, and the inherent 
change, what is done in us. To describe this second sphere I would use 
the term ‘communication’ rather than ‘impartation,’ because the latter 
word seems to exclude the need of a moral change in ourselves ; whereas 
in St Paul the idea of this change is very prominent. There is the 
external act, what has been done for us, our purchase, the atoning 
sacrifice : Christ died for us. But there must be also the internal change, 
what is to be done in us: We must have died with Christ. Christ’s 
righteousness becomes our righteousness by our becoming one with 
Christ, being absorbed in Christ. See Biblical Essays, p. 230 sq. 

paprvpoupévy «.7.A.] In what sense does St Paul mean that this 
righteousness of God is borne witness to by the law and the prophets ? 
We may answer, By types and special predictions, but here especially by 
the foreshadowings of the mode and scheme of man’s redemption both in 
the law (e.g. Gen. xv. 6, quoted Rom. iv. 3, Gal. iii. 6) and in the prophets 
(e.g. Habakk. ii. 4, quoted Rom. i. 17, Gal. iii, 11). It is perhaps to such 
passages as these, rather than to any direct types or predictions of the 
Messiah, that the Apostle refers ; except so far as these latter bear witness 
to Him in His character of 8cxatoovvn Ccoi. 
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22. Stkacordvn St] The d¢ restricts or defines; comp. Rom. ix. 30, 

1 Cor. ii. 6, iii. 15. 

Sd wlorews| ‘ communicated, made available by faith, 
els wdvras] If xai emi wdvras of the Textus Receptus be preserved after 

els mwavras, the prepositions will denote attainment and comprehension 

respectively, and the whole phrase may be rendered ‘reaching unto and 

extending over all.’ But the doubtful words should almost certainly be 

omitted. 
23. tis 56fns rod @eot] This glory of God is the revelation of God to 

the pure and upright of heart through faith, with perhaps the idea of 

communication also. It is no objection to this view that this glory is 

evidently something present here (and 2 Cor. iv. 6), and that elsewhere 

(eg. Rom. v. 2, Tit. ii. 13) it is spoken of as future. This revelation of 

God is a present revelation to the faithful; and just as ‘the kingdom of 
heaven’ is at once a present and a future kingdom, so there is a present 

and a future glory of God. The idea conveyed in the words is twofold: 

(1) the manifestation of God’s Person and attributes, the knowledge of 
God in Himself (John xi. 40, Acts vii. 55); (2) the transformation of the 

faithful into the same image. Thus Meyer is wholly wrong in taking the 

expression to mean ‘the honour which God gives.’ Even in John xii. 43, 

where it is apparently so taken in the A. V., the context (see ver. 41) 

points to the other meaning. Where the sense which Meyer gives to it 

is intended, the form is otherwise: John v. 44 ryv ddfav thy mapa rov 

povov Geod (comp. Rom. ii. 29 6 érawos...ék tod Ocov). Still less can it be 
explained to mean ‘glory in the sight of God,’ as others render it. 

24. Stxatodpevo.] The nominative is grammatically connected with 

mavres (ver. 23); but logically with wavras (ver. 22). 

dmodttpacis] On this word see the note on Eph. i. 7. The idea 
contained here is twofold: (1) a price paid (1 Cor. vi. 20, 1 Tim. ii.-6); 

(2) a deliverance thereby obtained, especially from a bondage or 

captivity, a deliverance not only from the consequences of sin but from 

sin itself. For, though the objective element is especially prominent in 

this passage, as the argument requires, the subjective element must not 
be ignored. 

25. mpoddero] ‘set before Himself; and so ‘purposed.’ The force of 
the preposition is not temporal, but local. Comp. Eph. i. 10, with the note. 

thkacripiov] ‘a propitiatory offering. The word is of course an 
adjective originally, eg. Joseph. Azz. xvi. 17, I iAaorypios Odvaros, 

4 Macc. xvii. 22 yeipas ixernpious ef dé Bovder iAaarnypious éxreivas Ge@ (See 

Wilkins Clav. s.v., Steph. Tes. s.v. and Meyer here). This usage of the 

neuter of adjectives in -ypios is frequent as applied to victims, eg. 

kabapripiov, xapiornptov, SiaBarypiov, vexntypiov etc. A good example of 
the word in this sense is Dion Chrysost. Ov xi. p. 355 ed. Reiske 

idaoripiov ’Axaioy rH "AOnva TH "Ikcdde: and this seems to be the meaning 
here. 
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On the other hand Vaughan prefers the rendering ‘mercy-seat.’ The 

word is used in the LXX. to translate N59, i.e. the lid of the ark of the 

Testimony, translated ‘mercy-seat’ in the A. V. (see esp. Exod. xxv. 17 5q., 

xxvi. 34, xxxi. 7). Now the root 153 means (1) in Kal ‘to cover,’ (2) in 

Piel (a) ‘to forgive’ or (4) ‘to expiate,’ ‘appease’ (comp. James v. 20, 

1 Peter iv. 8 where ‘covering’ implies ‘ forgiveness’). Thus the LXX. use 

of the word jAacrjpioy is a rendering of this secondary meaning, and is 

an example of the Alexandrian tone of thought which sees symbolical 

meanings everywhere, and which derives from homonymes theological 

lessons. Compare at a later period Philo de prof. 19 (IL. p.. 561) THs de 

Trew Suvduews, 73 eriOepa ris KiBwrov, kadei Sé adrd aorypiov, Vet. Moys. 

iii. 8 (11. p. 150) As (ris KYBwrod) émibewa Soavet mapa TO Aeydpevor ev iepais 

BiBdows Raoripiov...dmep Forxev eivar ovpBodov huarkdrepov pev THs thew Tov 

Geod Surdpews FOrxdrepov dé diavoias maAw trew S€ Eaurh avrfjs. Sometimes 

NnD3 is translated MaorHprov émideua (Exod. xxv. 17, xxxvii. 6), which is a 

double rendering of the word; but elsewhere fAaor7jpcov only. Thus we 

can see how the first part of the English word ‘mercy-seat’ has its 

origin ; but there is nothing either in the Hebrew or its Greek equivalent 

to represent the idea of a ‘seat,’ a figure borrowed doubtless from such 

passages as Lev. xvi. 2, Numb. vii, 89, Ps. Ixxx. 1, xcix. 1, Heb. ix. 5, 

where the symbol of the Divine Presence is spoken of as appearing above 

the Cherubim which shadowed the mercy-seat. The term ‘mercy-seat’ 

came through the ‘ Gnadenstuhl’ of Luther’s translation, and the ‘seat of 

grace’ of Tyndal and Cramner. On the other hand Wyclif, followed by 

the Geneva Bible, adopts the ‘ propitiatorium’ of the Latin versions and 

translates ‘ propitiatory,’ adding on the first occasion on which it occurs, 

the note, ‘a propitiatory, that is a place of purchasing mercy,’ where 

‘purchase’ is used in its old sense of ‘ pursue after, obtain, acquire.’ 

The explanation of itaorypiov here in the sense of ‘mercy-seat’ is as 

old as Origen (Comm. ad Rom. Lib. 111. 8), to whom it gives a handle for 

much of his favourite mode of exegesis. Our Lord would then be spoken 

of as the mercy-seat, just as elsewhere (e.g. John i. 14) He is compared to 

the Shekinah. But there is something abrupt and unsuitable in such 

imagery here, ‘God purposed Him to be a mercy-seat’—abrupt, as the 

phrase itself shows; unsuitable, because the mercy-seat is, as it were, the 

source and abode of mercy, not the mediator by whom it is obtained. 

Moreover, it throws the other imagery of the passage into confusion, e.g. 

év TO aipate avtov. Different applications of the same illustration indeed 

are very frequent in St Paul (see on 1 Thess, ii. 7 vymox), but perhaps 

there is no parallel to a confusion of metaphor like this. Still this last 
argument must not be pressed too far. 

els evBerkw Tis Sikatoctvns atrot] Inasmuch as sin required so great a 
sacrifice. It is better not to go beyond the language of scripture. All 
the moral difficulties connected with the Atonement arise from pressing 
the imagery of the Apostolic writers too far. Thus nothing is said here 
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about appeasing divine wrath, nor is it stated to whom the Sacrifice of 

Christ is paid. The central idea of that Sacrifice is the great work done 
for us, whereby boasting is excluded. 

Sia rv wdperw] ‘dy reason of the praetermission. The A. V. renders 

this ‘for the remission’ (as though dpeow), but in the margin ‘or passing 

over’—the marginal rendering being doubtless due to the Cocceian 

controversy (though Cocceius himself wrote later), on which see Trench, 

N. T. Syn. § xxxiii. p. 115. But this change is not enough: for the 

preposition itself must be altered from ‘for’ into ‘owing to, by reason of.’ 
The distinction between adpeois the revocation of punishment and 

‘mapeots the suspension of punishment, though denied by Schleusner and 
others, is borne out by classical usage, Xenoph. A/zP/f. vii. 10 auapryjpara 

ov xp} maptévac dxoAaora, Joseph. Anz. xv. 3. 2 mapixe tHv apapriav, of 

Herod anxious to punish a certain offence which however for other 
considerations he passed over, as well as by the writers of the Apocrypha, 

see Ecclus. xxiii. 2 iva...ov py apf ra duaptypara avray ores py TAnOvvacw 

ai Gyvoiai pov, comp. Wisdom xi. 24 mapopas duaprypara avOpdémay eis 

peravotay, a passage which may well have been in the Apostle’s mind (see 

note on i. 20 above). The best commentary on the passage is St Paul’s 

own language in Acts xvii. 30, where the term tmepidwv expresses the idea 

exactly (comp. Acts xiv. 16). To substitute d@eow for mapeow here would 
entirely destroy the sense. It was because the sins had been passed over 

and had not been forgiven, that the exhibition of God’s righteousness in 

the Incarnation and Passion of Christ was necessary. Till Christ came, 

the whole matter was, as it were, kept in abeyance. 
Gpaptnpdrev] “Aydptnya is related to duapria as the concrete to the 

abstract. It is thus an individual offence, a wrong deed done. But on 

the other hand, whereas dyapria may be used of an individual sin, 

Gudprnia never can mean sin regarded as sinfulness. 

éy ti dvoxq tov @cot] For dvoyy see above on ii. 4. The idea is 
holding back, forbearance, suspension, thus enforcing the conception of 

mapeots. There is no idea of forgiveness contained in the word: it is a 

temporary withholding of judgment. ‘Indulgentia (i.e. dvoy7)) eo valet ut 

in aliorum peccatis conniveas, non ut alicui peccata condones, quod 

clementiae est,’ Fritzsche. 

26. «pos tiv eyvSeagkw] resuming the previous cis évdekw in a little 
stronger form; for pos implies more definitely than eis the idea of 
purpose, inasmuch as éés only looks to the object, while mpés connects the 

agent with the object. Hence such a use as Rom. viii. 18 mpos rhv 

Hé\Aovcay Sofav. The insertion of the article here draws attention to the 

fact that évdecécs has been mentioned already. For eis ro eivac see i. 21; 

for rov éx micrews see ii. 8 rois 8¢ && épiOeias. 
27. ov ovv ¥ Katxnos;] ‘what then has become of the boasting, of 

which he spoke above (ii. 17), and which has been present to his mind 

throughout. For ov odv see on Gal. iv. 15, 

L. EP. 18 
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éexdeloOm] The aorist represents the consequences as instantaneous: 
‘it is excluded zpso facto” See on Gal. v. 4 xarnpynOnre, eeréoare. 

Sid vopov mlorews] Strictly speaking, it is not a law, but a principle. 

The Gospel is never called a law in itself ‘proprie’ (see Gal. v. 23), but 

only xaraypyorikés to distinguish it from another law, and then always 

with some word appended which deprives véyos of its power and produces 

a verbal paradox: as here véyos miorews, viii. 2 6 vopos rot mvedparos Tis 

(wijs, James i. 25, ii. 12 vdpos éAevbepias. In these three cases sioris, 

mvedpa, édevOepia correct and, as it were, contradict véyos, thus creating an 

oxymoron. Comp. I Cor. ix. 21 ds dvopos, py dv dvopos Geod GAN’ Evvopos 

Xpworov. 

30. elmep x.7.d.] ‘seeing that God is one and immutable, governing 

all on the same principle, no respecter of persons with one rule for one 

class, another for another.’ In Gal. iii. 20 6 dé Oeds eis €or the meaning, 

though not quite the same, is yet closely allied to this. On the amount 

of certainty conveyed in etmep (which is to be read here, not ézeimep) see 

on 2 Thess. i. 6. 

8s Stxadoe] ‘and therefore He will justify. In other words ds 

Stxaidces is logically consequent on the oneness of God. 

&e mlorews, 5a THs mlorews]| Many commentators contend that there 

is no difference of meaning between these two phrases, and that this 

is one of the many instances where St Paul delights to interchange 

prepositions for the sake of variety. Other alleged examples of this 

usage are 2 Cor. iii. 11 81a ddéns...€v d0&, Eph. i. 7, and Gal. ii. 16, where 

the same expressions 8:4 wiorews, ék wigrews occur, as here, in connexion 

with dixaodv. Prof. Jowett extends this theory, and to illustrate this 

‘awkwardness of expression’ cites Rom. v. 7 umép dixalov, vmép Tod dyabod, 

‘where, as here, different words appear to be used with the same meaning.’ 

{ hope to show, when we come to that passage, that to take dyads as 

equivalent to dixawos is virtually to destroy the Apostle’s meaning, the 
whole force of which depends upon the distinction of the terms. To 

confine ourselves now to the question of prepositions, even if it were true, 

which it is not, that St Paul elsewhere scatters his prepositions in- 
discriminately, it is very plain here from the form of the sentence that a 

distinction was intended, the antithesis emphasizing the change of 

preposition. The exact nature of this distinction I have endeavoured to 

point out in the note on Gal. ii. 16, Faith is strictly speaking only the 

means, not the source, of justification. The one preposition (d:a) excludes 

this latter notion, while the other (ex) might imply it. The difference will 

perhaps best be seen by substituting their opposites ov dixaudoee meprropiy 

€k vopou, ovd€ dxpoBvortiay dia Tov vouov ; when, in the case of the Jews, the 

falsity of their starting-point, in the case of the Gentiles, the needlessness 

of a new instrumentality, would be insisted on. The circumcision must 

not trust to works; the uncircumcision have no occasion to put them- 

selves under the yoke of the law. 
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The Greek fathers (see Cramer’s Cafena) start from the assumption 

that there must be a difference of meaning here. Origen says ov voutoréov 
ws @ruxe (ie. at random) rats mpoOéceot (the prepositions) daddpws 

(2, ddtabdpas) kexpiicOa, and instances 1 Cor. xi. 12 (ék rod dvdpds...dua ris 
yvvatxds) and other passages, e.g. Rom. xi. 36, 2 Cor. xii. 8, where, as he 
points out, it is absolutely necessary to preserve the distinction. He 

interprets the difference here as follows, ‘qui ex fide justificantur, initio 

ex fide sumpto, per adimpletionem bonorum operum consummantur; et 

qui per fidem justificantur, a bonis operibus exorsi per fidem summam 
-perfectionis accipiunt.’ 

31. védpov ovv karapyotpev] Dr Vaughan seems to me to be wrong in 

his interpretation of this passage, which he takes to mean ‘ Do we abolish 

all restraint on moral conduct?’ Surely it does not refer to setting 
men free from a rule of duty; but signifies ‘Do we stultify law, do we 

deny the significance, the value, the effect of law? Was law a mistake 

from beginning to end?’ with a special reference to the Mosaic Law, In 

other words ‘law’ here is not equivalent to regulated moral conduct, but 

to an external system of restraints. The idea is the same as that which 

is developed on vii. 7sq. and is not unconnected with our Lord’s own 

words (Matt. v. 17, 18). Here the objection is thrown out, and negatived 

but not argued. It is reserved in fact for discussion in its proper place 

(ch. vii.). We have already observed the same treatment of the ob- 

jection, that St Paul’s doctrine denies the privileges of the chosen race 

(iii. 1, 2). This in like manner is briefly stated, negatived and dismissed, 

being reserved for a later occasion. 

iordvopev] On the form of the verb see Winer § xv. p. 106. 

18—2 



CHAPTER IV. 

vi. Zhe meaning of the covenant with Abraham (iv. 1—25). 

1. THERE are several points relating to the text of this verse which 

need elucidation. 

(a2) Are we to read warépa or mpomdropa? Undoubtedly the latter. 

External authority is vastly in its favour: but the correction was made 

(1) because mporarwp is an unusual word, occurring only here in the N. T. 

or LXX.; (2) on the other hand qarépa occurs below, vv. 11, 12, and the 

expression "ABpadp 6 marnp juov is common elsewhere (Luke i. 73, 

John viii. 39, 56, Acts vii. 2, James ii. 21). 

(4) What is to be the position of evpnxévat, if retained? External 

authority is decidedly in favour of placing the word immediately after 

épovper, and not after judy as in the Textus Receptus. The change is 

probably due to the fact that the other was in itself the natural order, so 

long as regard is paid to the meaning which the context requires us to 

assign to xara odpka. 

(c) But should evpynxéva: be retained at all? It is omitted in B 47 

Chrysostom. This perhaps is one of those instances in which B almost 

alone preserves the right reading. Its unsupported authority would not 

be sufficient to reject the word ; but it receives confirmation here (1) from 

the varying positions of evpyxéva: in the other MSS., (2) from the well-known 

tendency of scribes to supply an elliptical expression (see 1 Cor. iv. 6 

poveiv, Vv. I dvopaterat, xi. 24 kXdpevov and other examples given in the 

Fournal of Philology, il. p. 85). 

Thus evpyxévac must be regarded as at least suspicious. If it is 

omitted, we shall take the passage thus: ‘What then shall we say of our 

forefather Abraham?’ For the same construction after épeiv we may 
refer to Plato Crzto 48 A mavy quiv ottw povriaréoy ri epovow of modAot 

jpas, Eur. Alc. 954 épet dé p’, doris éxOpds dv xupei, rade and the passages 

accumulated by Stallbaum on Plato Afo/. 23.4. A somewhat analogous 
construction with Aéyew occurs John viii. 54 (ix. 19) dv dpeis A€yere 
followed by ér. On the whole, the sense gains by the omission of 

evpnxévat; the idea being ‘ Does not the history of our forefather Abraham 
contradict this view?’ For the question is really not what advantage he 
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gained, but in what relation he stood to St Paul’s position. If however 
evpneévac be retained, the tense expresses, as Dr Vaughan says, the 
permanence of the result; and xara cdpxa must be taken with rov 

mpomrdropa par, whatever position of evpneévar be adopted. These words 

par ‘of us Jews,’ xara odpka ‘according to the flesh,’ are chosen with a 

view to what comes after. Abraham is not only a father of the Jews, but 

wavrey trav morevovtoyv dv depoBvorias (ver. 11), woddav eOvav (ver. 18); 

not only xara adpxa, but rois crotyodow tots iyvecw rijs...miorews (ver. 12), 

T@ €k ricrews "ABpadp (ver. 16). 

2. tye Katxnpa] ‘he has a subject of boast, ground for boasting’; 

xavynua is the matter of kavxnois; comp. 2 Cor. i. 12 9 yap Kadynots par 
ary éoriv x.7.A. with i. 14 dre kavynua dudv éopév; and the passage before 

us with iii. 27 above. 

GAN od mpds @edv] This is added to avoid the blasphemy, though it 
has nothing to do with St Paul’s argument: comp. iii. 4,6. ‘Even then 

let him keep his boasting to himself or to his fellowmen. For “merit 
lives from man to man, And not from man, O Lord, to Thee.’” 

3. tlydp] Verse 2 having been regarded as parenthetical, it follows 

that the yap of ver. 3 has no reference to od mpds Gedy, but is connected 
with ri ody dpodpey «7.d., and introduces the answer to that question. 

‘What account then are we to give of Abraham our forefather? Why, 

what does the scripture say?’ For the yap see ef yap in iii. 7, where in 

like manner the ydp refers, not to what immediately precedes, but to 
ver. 5. 

4 yeapy] ‘Zhe passage of scripture’ See the note on Gal. iii. 22. 

Dr Vaughan takes a different view and instances examples from St John. 

The usage of St John may admit of a doubt, though personally I think 

not (see Gal. 1.c.); St Paul’s practice however is absolute and uniform. 

On the faith of Abraham see Galatians, p. 156. 

4. 17O épyafoudve, «.7.A.] The connexion is somewhat as follows. 

‘Scripture lays stress on Abraham’s faith: this language is inconsistent 

with the idea of wages earned by work done.’ 

Aoylterat] ‘zs reckoned. Passive, as in ver. 5 (ver. 24 is more doubt- 

ful), ix. 8, Ecclus. xl. 19 vmép dpdorepa yur duopos Aoyiterat, The first 

aorist eAoyioOnv (Xen. Hell. vi. 1.19, Plato 77m. § 8, 34 A) and first future 

AoyicOyoopat (Rom, ii. 26, Niceph. Pet. vii. 22) are always passive 
according to Veitch. On the other hand, the present is only once 

(Herod. iii. 95) used by classical writers in the passive sense. 

5. pry épyaLopeve morredovrs St] i.e. who does not work for wages, does 

not obtain it by his work, but believes etc. It is by pressing the letter, 

and neglecting the spirit, of such passages as these, that antinomianism 

in its stronger and in its feebler forms is deduced from St Paul’s language. 

As a matter of fact Abraham did work, he could not helping working ; 

but it was his transcendent faith which justified him, the faith out of 
which all the works arose. 
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tov doeBy] A very strong word used again, v. 6, to place the gratuity 

of the gift in the strongest light. Comp. Barnabas Efést. § 5, who says 

of the Apostles rods f8ious droordéAous Tous wéANovras Knpvocety TO EvayyéeAtov 

avrov e€edé£aro, dvras Umép nacay duapriay dvopwrépous. The parable of the 
publican and the Pharisee is the best commentary upon St Paul’s doctrine 

of justification by faith ; which, like 1 John i. 7 (quoted by Vaughan) 

when taken in connexion with St John’s universal language, implies a 

subjective process, a change in the person, side by side with the Atoning 

Sacrifice. 

6. d€yer Tov poxapiopov] ‘Pranounces the felicttation. For paxaptopos 

see on Gal. iv. 15. Clement of Rome (§ 50) employs the word with 

obvious reference to this passage, for he quotes Ps. xxxi. (xxxii.) 1, 2 in 

the immediate context. 

7,8. pakdpior k.7.A.] A quotation from Ps. xxxi. (xxxii.) 1,2. Here 

again (see on iii. 10 sq.) St Paul’s use of the language of the Psalms shows 

that he did not mean to exclude the moral element in the reconciliation 

of the believers to God. The sins indeed are freely forgiven; but a moral 

change is wrought in the man himself; for the psalmist goes on ovdé éorw 

€vr@ oropate avrov Sodos. Though the idea of the passage quoted is the 

blessedness of a free pardon, still the latter part of the psalm (esp. 

vu. 5, 8, 9) was doubtless not absent from St Paul’s mind. He does not 

however quote the whole: he gives the opening words as a reference 

trusting to his readers’ memories to supply the rest. 

8. od] In the LXx. ov is read by N*AB, 6 by N* and by the second 

hand of the early Verona Psalter: but @ was probably the original 

reading of the LXX. to translate the Hebrew yb. In the text of the 

Epistle the authorities are very much divided: RBDG giving of, the rest 

g. In Clement of Rome (§ 50), where the passage is quoted (see the last 

note but one), A reads od, the Constantinople MS. and the Syriac version 6. 

It is difficult to say which St Paul wrote. Certainly ¢ would better suit 
the order of words: on the other hand, od is more likely to have been 

altered into ¢, and should perhaps on the whole be preferred. 

9. él viv weprropyv] It is idle here, as elsewhere (see the note on 
1 Cor. i. 31), to enquire what particular verb is to be supplied in the 

ellipse. 

II. ompetov ekaBev wepiropijs] The genitive is better supported than 
the accusative (mepcrouyv) ; and the absence of the article, urged by Meyer 

as an argument against mepcroujs, cannot outweigh the external testimony. 

But in reality the article here would interfere with the sense, which is 
‘a sign which consisted in circumcision,’ a genitive of apposition, like 
Col. i. 12 ry pepida rod KAypov. The confusion in reading would be 

helped by the accidental omission of the final o of meperouas before the 

initial o of odpayida with the result that wepiro~ would be considered an 

abbreviation for meptropyy. The word onpeiov is used of circumcision in 

the Lxx. of Gen. xvii. 11 els onpetoy duadjuns. 
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oppayisa] ‘a seal’; i.e. not a preliminary condition, but a final 

ratification. So the Epistle of Barnabas has (§ 9, 6) ddd épeis: Kai phy, 

nepirérunrat 6 Aads els oppayida, connecting the term, as here, with 

circumcision. Though it may be questioned whether St Paul (2 Cor. i. 22 

oppayicdpevos, comp. Eph. iv. 30) or St John (Rev. ix. 4 rjv odpayida rot 

Geov éml tray peromrov) used the image with any direct reference to 

baptism, the Christian equivalent to circumcision, it is indisputable that 
the term was early applied to that rite: Hermas Sim. viii. 6 eiAndores thy 

odpayida Kai reOXakéres adrqy Kal wy THPHGTAYTES Uyti K.T.A., SZ. ix. 16 bray 

8 AdBy tHY odpayisa...n ohpayis ody Td Vdap cory x.7.A.; also Sz. viii. 2, 

ix. 17, 31, 2 [Clement] 7 rav yap pu) rpyocartar, gyoiv, riv cppayida com- 

pared with § 6 cay py rnpyowpey rd Banriocpa, § 8 typnoaTe THY odpayida 

domaov, Clem. Hom. xvi. 19 ro cdpa ofpayid: peyiorn Starerurapévoy (with 

the context), Act. Paul. et Thecl. 25 pdvov dds pou rhv ev Xpiotd oppayida, 

Hippol. Antichr. 42 (p. 119, Lagarde), Cureton’s Amczent Syriac Docu- 

ments, p. 44. Suicer s.v. quotes Clem. Alex. Quzs div. salv. 39 (p- 957), 

Strom. ii. 3 (p. 434) and later writers. 

Indications are not wanting to show that the writer of the Epistle of 

Barnabas was acquainted with the Epistle to the Romans. Witness this 
use of odpayis (§ 9) and the phrase ray morevovrwy dt dxpoBvarias (§ 13, 6, 

see next note), both taken from Rom. iv. 11, cokAdpevor dyad (§ 20) 

compared with Rom. xii. 9, and the passage quoted above on Rom. iv. 5, 

which may have been suggested by Rom. v. 8. 

8 dxpoBverlas] The preposition points, not to the instrumentality, but 

to the condition: uncircumcision was the stage through which they 
passed into belief. See the note on ii. 27 da ypduparos. The passage in 

Barnabas § 13 is combined with two Old Testament quotations 
(Gen. xv. 6, xvii. 5), Sov réOecka oe, "ABpady, warépa eOvav Téy muorrevdvTav 

80 dxpoBvorias ta Ocd. 

12. warépa tepttopiis] To be attached to els ro eivat avrov (ver. IT), 
the intervening clause eis rd AoywcOqva x.r.A. being dependent on the 

preceding eis rd eivat. 

The genitive meperouijs does not describe Abraham’s progeny, as many 

commentators take it, but his own condition. In other words, the phrase 
means, not ‘a father of a circumcised progeny,’ but ‘a father belonging 

to circumcision, himself circumcised.’ The meaning is, ‘though himself 

belonging to the circumcision, yet his fatherhood extends beyond the 

circumcision to all who imitate his faith.” Compare xv. 8, where a 

similar expression d:dxovoy mepiropas is followed by a similar expansion. 
The parallel is exact in the two cases, viz. the widening of the circle 

from the Jewish centre. The prerogative is with the Jew, but otherwise 
there is equality (Rom. i. 16). 

Tots odK ék eprops K.T.A.] Literally ‘to those who are, I do not say, 

of circumcision only, but also to those who walk.’ Two different forms of 

sentence have been confused; as in 1 Cor. xv. 51 mavres ov xowunOnoducda 
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mavres 8& ddAaynodpeda, where the confusion is between od mdvres kot. 

mavres d€ ddAay. and mdvyres ov xotp. dAday. dé. Here the two sentences. 
would run (1) rois ek mepiropis kal Trois crotyodaw, (2) od pdvoy Trois ék 

meptrouis ddAa Kal rois crotyovow. A somewhat similar combination is 

observable in Phil. i. 29. There is no occasion therefore to alter the text 
either by changing xai rois orotxovow into cal avrois orotyotow, or by 

transposing xai and rois, as has been proposed. 

rots oroixotow Tots txverw] ‘who walk by the steps.’ Comp. Gal. vi. 16- 

dot TH avn TOUTH TTOLXHGOVTL, V. 25 mvevpart Kai oroiydpev. The dative 
with crouyetv, weperareiv etc. marks the line or direction ; see the notes on 
Gal. ll.cc. Hence ‘by’ is a better rendering here than ‘in.’ 

13. od yap Sid véwov] St Paul turns from 4 meptropn to 6 vopos.. 
Circumcision and Law were separate in time and in origin. But from the 

moment of the institution of the Law they were co-extensive in their 

operation: for those under the Law were under the Circumcision. The 

point of the promise not being by law is more lightly touched upon here- 

than the fact of its not being of circumcision. On the other hand in 

Gal. iii. 7 sq. this converse truth is enlarged upon. 

kécpov] I cannot agree with Dr Vaughan that the absence of the 

article here (and elsewhere xi. 12, 15, Gal. vi. 14, 1 Cor. iii. 22, 2 Cor. v. 19) 

with xédopos ‘gives the sense of such a thing as the world, so vast, so- 

magnificent. Like ovpavos, yp, Baoideds etc., Koopos can be used 

anarthrous, because it is a quasi-proper name. The same rule applies to. 

numerals (see note on Phil. i. 5, dé mporns juépas), because a numeral is. 

sufficiently definite in itself without the addition of the article. 

14. The argument, here briefly stated, is elaborated in Gal. iii. 16 sq. 

Thus the verse must be taken as parenthetical, and verse 15 attached 

directly to verse 13. ‘The law cannot work out the fulfilment of the- 

promise. The effect is just the opposite: it works out as its consequence: 

wrath,’ 

16. 8d Totro] i.e. because law, as law, can only result in transgression 

and punishment. For the idea of xara ydpw ‘by way of a favour,’ see 

Eph. ii. 5, 8; for the ellipse after iva, the notes on Gal. ii. 9, 1 Cor. i. 31. 

BeBalav] ‘ratified’ On the derivation of BéBaws see Curtius, Gretch. 
Etym. pp. 415, 416; for this special meaning compare dtabyen ém) vexpois 
BeBaia (Heb. ix. 17), BeBaiwors (Phil. i. 7, Heb. vi. 16), BeBacoty (Rom.. 
xv. 8, 1 Cor. i. 6, Heb. ii. 3). 

TS & TOU vopou] ‘who springs from the law, ‘who is born, as it were,. 
by the law to Abraham.’ 

17, warp wévrev ypav] We have already arrived at something more 

than the statement with which the objection started (ver. 1 rév mpomdropa 

jar, i.e. ‘of us Jews’). 

bru warépa k.7-A.] In the original text (LXx. Gen. xvii. § Zrrat rd Svopd 

cov ’ABpadp drt x.7.A.) the dre signifies not ‘that,’ but ‘because’; and if” 
we take dri as part of the actual quotation, we must so render it. Here 
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however, as in iii. 10, viii. 36 and frequently, it probably introduces the 

words quoted. 

karévayTs ov «.1..] I prefer to connect these words with els rd edvat 
. BeBatav...cwéppare rather than with what immediately precedes, and to 
consider the intervening clause ov r@ ex rod...7éOeixd oe as a parenthesis, 

explaining the meaning and substantiating the truth of mavri ré omépparu. 
This seems to be the only suitable connexion. Where it is a question of 

verification, of confirmation, this reference to the presence of God is 

common (2 Cor. iv. 2, Gal. i. 20, 1 Tim. v. 21, vi. 13 etc.). 

On the grammatical construction of xarévavre ov see Winer, § xxiv. 

pp. 204, 206. 1 do not however agree with Winer and Meyer in resolving 
the sentence into xarévavri Geo Karévarre ov emiorevae, because (1) morevew 
karévayrt Twos is not a natural phrase, and (2) the passage itself which 
St Paul has in mind (Gen. xv. 6) has the dative (emicrevoe rd OcG). I 

follow Fritzsche in resolving into xarévavrt Gcod @ émictevoe: comp. for 

the dative Matt. xxiv. 38 dype ijs nuépas (for aype Tijs jpeépas 7) elopAOev Nae. 

The attraction is made more easy by the fact that the relative precedes 

the substantive, as in Matt. l.c., Luke i. 4. 
Tod LworovodvTos «.7.A.] This quickening of the dead and evoking 

something out of nothing refers Jr¢mard/y to Abraham and Sarah (comp. 

the phrases capa vevexpwpevov, thy véxpwow Tis unTpas Zdppas, ver. 19) and 

the birth of Isaac (ra pn dvra ds dvra); secondarily, to their spiritual 
descendants, i.e. the Church and more especially the Gentile Church 

(Eph. ii. 1, 5, 10, Col. ii. 12, 13). See also the baptismal formula given 

hymn-wise in Eph. v. 14. The Gentile Church rises from the dead with 

the risen Christ. In the passages from Ephesians and Colossians, the 

resurrection of the Gentile Church is connected with the resurrection of 

Christ ; and so here, ver. 24. Thus, as at once CwomomOévres vexpot and 

kaw xriots (comp. Eph. ii. 10 xricévres), Christians can truly be called 

Ta wy dvra become dvra. For the phrase xadotvros ra py) OvTa kT.A. aS a 

description of the creative work of God see 2 [Clement] § 1 éxddecev yap 
nas ovx dvras Kai 7Oéd\ynoev éx ph dvros eivar nuas, Philo de Creat. Princ. 7 

(IL. p. 367) ra yap py dvra éxadecev eis rd civat, Hermas W725. i. 1. 6 xrioas 

ék Tod mw) Svros Ta bvra, Mand. i. 2 roumjoas é« Tod py dvros eis TO eivat Ta 

mavra, Clem. Hom. iti. 32 76 ta pi dvra els 7 eivae cvarncapéve. 

18. én’ &wlB] ‘on che strength of hope’; not governed by emiorevcer, 
but independent, as in v. 2: ‘contrary to hope he believed under the 

condition, or ‘upon the ground, of hope.’ The variant é@” Amid: (read 

by CDF) is not sufficiently well supported either here or v. 2 (DF) to find 

a place in the text : but it should be read in viii. 20 (€BDF). On similar 

aspirated forms see the notes on Phil. ii. 22 did, Gal. ii. 14 ovx 

*louvdaikas. ; 

ottws «..4.] Only a part of the quotation (Gen. xv. 5) is given: as 
above (ver. 8), his readers would mentally continue it. 

19. pa doCevijous k.7.A.] ‘without any weakness in his faith he faced 
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the facts of? The removal of the ov (of the Textus Receptus) before 

xarevénoev which external evidence demands, brings out the idiomatic 

character of the yp before dodervjoas and the true significance of xarevénoev 

which is a strong term (e.g. James i. 23, 24 ‘sees every lineament of his 

face in a glass’), ‘he clearly perceived,’ ‘discerned,’ and did not flinch 

before the fact. Abraham dd face the fact: see Gen. xvii. 17 where he 

is represented as referring to his age, and esp. Heb. xi. 19 Aoyiodpevos Gre 

kal é« vexpav éyeipew Suvards 6 Geds, a passage which may perhaps be 

taken to show that the writer of that Epistle was acquainted with the 

Epistle to the Romans (see vevexpwpévov in this verse compared with 

Heb. xi. 12). 

éxatovraeris tou] ‘ about a hundred years old” ‘The addition of wou 

qualifies the exactness of the preceding numeral’ (Vaughan). The first 

promise of a son from whom the chosen race was to spring was made 

(Gen. xv. 3 sq.) we cannot say exactly when, but before the birth of 

Ishmael which took place when Abraham was eighty-six years old 

(Gen. xvi. 16). The second promise of a son Isaac was given when 

Abraham was ninety-nine (Gen. xvii. 1), and is associated with the 

institution of circumcision (Gen. xvii. 24); but Abraham at that time by 

a natural exaggeration speaks of himself as a hundred (Gen. xvii. 17 ei ra 

éxarovraerel yevnoerat vids ;). 

20, els 8&] The connecting particle shows that the true reading must 

have been karevénrev without the negative: ‘he clearly saw, but yet 
he did not doubt.’ 

7] dmorig, ty wlore] For the article comp. 2 Cor. i. 17 1H édadpia 

‘the fickleness with which ye charge me.’ It is perhaps best to consider 

both ry dmoria and rp wiores as instrumental datives. 

éveSuvapd0n] A characteristic word of St Paul (Eph. vi. 10, Phil. iv. 13, 

1 Tim. i. 12, 2 Tim. ii. 1, iv. 17), peculiar to him and to St Luke 

(Acts ix. 22) in the N. T. The simple verb duvayoiv is rarer (Col. i. 11, 

Heb. xi. 34). *Evduvayote6a is here used absolutely, as in Acts l.c.: 

comp. the absolute use of évepyeioOa: (e.g. 2 Cor. iv. 12, Gal. v. 6). 

Sots Séfav] The leading idea here is the recognition of God’s 

almighty power and goodness; not the feeling of thanksgiving on 
Abraham’s part. 

21. 8 emfyyeAra] ‘what He has promised’ The word for ‘to 
promise’ is necessarily not émayyeAXew ‘to announce,’ but émayyéAdeobat 
middle ‘to announce on one’s part.’ Thus 6 émyyyeAra: here may be 
either ‘what has been promised’ or ‘what He has promised’; for 
instances of the perfect and pluperfect passive in a middle signification 

are common in the N. T.; e.g. Acts xiii. 2 mpooxéeAnuat, xvi. 10 mpooke- 
kAqTat, XXV. 12 émexéxhynoat, John ix. 22 cuveréOewro, 1 Pet. iv. 3 memopev- 
pévous. The perfect of émayyéAXeoOa occurs in the active sense Heb. 
xii. 26 viv d€ éxyyyeATar A€ywr, in the passive sense probably Gal. iii. 19 
 émyyyeAra and certainly 2 Macc. iv. 27 rév émnyyedpevav T@ Baorret 
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xpnparav; comp. Clement of Rome § 35 dmas petradaBoper rav émnyyed- 

pévov Sopedy. Here the proximity of duvards rather points to the active 

sense. For the N. T. meaning of émayyéA\eoOat, erayyeXia implying 

always a free proffer, a spontaneous gift on God’s part, see the note on 

Gal. iii. 14 rH éemayyediav. 

24. oylf_er@ar] probably passive, as in ver. 4, where see the note. 
rots murretovory] ‘Zo us, J mean, believers’ etc. The rendering of the 

A. V. ‘if we believe’ cannot stand. For the expression here comp. 

Eph. i. 19, 1 Thess. ii. 10, 13. The Resurrection was at that time 

especially the cardinal article of the Christian faith (x. 9); I have set 

forth some of the practical bearings of the doctrine in the note on 
Phil. iii. 10 ray dvvapu «7.2. 

25. 8s wapeS60y «.7.A.] A reference to Is. liii. 12. There is an oppo- 

Sition between maped06n and jyép6n, as between mapanrépatra and B:xai- 

wow. Christ consented to die because we were dead; He rose to life 

that we might be made alive by our acquittal. In His betrayal and 

death we die to sin; in His resurrection we rise to new life. Thus the 

two clauses represent the negative and the positive side of the same 

operations. This is another way of expressing the idea of dying with 

Christ which is so common in St Paul (Rom. vi. 5, 6, 10, I1, viii. 10). 



CHAPTER V. 

vii. The results of this position of righteousness through faith (v. 1—11). 

I. %xpev] If external authority is to be regarded, this (not €yoper) is 

unquestionably the right reading. In the New Testament generally, as 

here, it is man who is regarded as at enmity with God, not God at 

enmity with man. The death of Christ is represented as reconciling man 

to God, not God to man. I would not say that it would be theologically 

wrong to speak of God as estranged from us; but the reverse is the 

usual practice in the New Testament, and the case is exactly represented 

in the Parable of the Prodigal Son. For God loves us with a father’s 

love, even though we have turned our backs upon Him; just as that 

father yearned for his son’s return. 

The force of the phrase is this: ‘let us be at peace, let us not 

continue to fight against God (Acts v. 39 Oeopayo). Potentially we are 

justified: let us appropriate our privileges, let us make them actual’ 

(comp. Col. i. 20sq.). Hence the imperative. For the phrase employed 

here Wetstein appositely quotes Herodian viii. 7 dri modéuou pev eipyynv 
exovres mpos Geovs. 

2. mV Tporaywyiy éoxijkapev] ‘we have gained our access, entrance. 

Christ is considered no longer as the door, but as the introducer. To 

realise the force of the metaphor we must recal the formalities with 

which an Eastern monarch is surrounded. The idea is still further 

brought out in Eph. ii. 18, and Eph. iii. 12 (where it is strengthened by the 
phrase rq mappyoiay kai mpocaywyyy, ‘freedom of speech as well as right 

of admittance’). See Tholuck and Meyer here, and compare Plutarch 

Moral. p. 522 F. 

Kavxope0a k.7.A.] Kavywpeba is best taken as an indicative and con- 

nected with éoynxapev: én’ édmids ‘on the strength of the hope’ (as in 
iv. 18), giving the conditions under which we boast. On the expression 

tis Sd€ns rod Geov and what it implies, see the note on iii. 23. 

3. od pévov 8 dAAd Kat] This ellipse occurs five times in St Paul, in 
all cases in Epistles of this period (Rom. v. 3, 11, viii. 23, ix. 10 

? 

2 Cor. viii. 19). 
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xavxdpevot] The irregularity of the construction recommends this 

reading. It is more probable that xavywpevor should have been changed 

into xavydueGa for grammatical reasons and by mechanical repetition 

from the preceding verse, than that the indicative should have been 

changed into the participle to conform with ver. 11. Otherwise the 

authorities somewhat favour the indicative (kavydpe6a NADFL Chrys. 
Theodoret, Theophylact, Cyprian; xavydpevo. BC Origen, Tertull.). 

Soxipyv] The substantive means in the N. T. either (1) ‘the process 
of testing or proving,’ 2 Cor. viii. 2; or (2) ‘the state or disposition so 

ascertained, the tested quality,’ ‘value,’ Phil. ii. 22, 2 Cor. ii. 9, ix. 13, 

xiii. 3, though in all these passages the first meaning might stand. This 

latter is probably the signification here. This sense approaches very 

close to 76 dSoxiutov (James i. 3, 1 Pet. i. 7) and the metaphor of assaying 

by fire is frequent under other terms also (rvpaots, rupoda6ar, I Pet. iv. 12, 

Rev. iii. 18, Ps. Ixvi. 10). Compare the double sense of doxipdtew (see 

the notes on 1 Thess. ii. 4, v. 21). 

5. ov karatocxéve.] Very probably St Paul had in his mind Ecclus. 

ii. 10 tis ev émiotevoey Kupip kai xatgoxvvbn, for in the immediate context 

occurs é mupt doxidterar ypuods Kal dvOpwmot Sexrot év kapive tamewdoews 

(ver. 5), which illustrates Sox:uyv above. 

 dydrn Tod @eod] Primarily ‘God’s love towards us,’ as the context 
requires (1 John iv. 10); but this (see Vaughan) ‘awakens a response of 

love in us’ (1 John iv. 19) towards Him and towards our fellow-man. 
éxkéxutat] The word denotes both abundance and diffusion. 
6. Two points regarding the text of this verse require consideration. 

(1) The ére after do@evév must certainly be retained. The pre- 
ponderance of authority is enormously in its favour. Moreover there 

was every temptation in a scribe to omit it (see Reiche Cowem. Crit. 

p. 38). 
(2) The more difficult question remains. At the beginning of the 

verse are we to read (a) ére yap with NACD*K, the Syriac (except the 

Peshito), Marcion, Chrysostom and Theodoret, (4) eis ri yap with D?FG, 

Irenzeus (Lat.) and the Latin versions, (c) ei yap (@rt) with % of the Old 

Latin, the Codex Fuldensis of the Vulgate, Isidore of Pelusium and 

Augustine, or (@) et ye with B alone? There are also several other 
variations with but slight support (as ei d¢ L Peshito) which may be 

neglected. The choice seems to lie between the two extremes ér: yap and 
el ye. I should adopt ér: yap and consider eis ri yap, et yap to have been 

corrections made to avoid the double é, and et ye to be a further 
correction. Possibly however the series of changes began at the other 

end with e% ye as the original reading. In Gal. v. 11 ef meperopny ere 

knptoow ri ert Sudxopar; the first @rz is (wrongly) thrown out by the 

same manuscripts (DFG) which read eis ri yap here. 
If we read @rt yap and so preserve the double érs, the second ér must 

not be taken in the sense of ‘moreover’; but must be explained by the 
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trajection in the first : (Winer § Ixi. p. 692) which gives occasion for the 

insertion of the word later on to clear the sense. For a repetition of ér 

in the same member of the sentence comp. Pindar Mem. ix. 47 (111) 

ovkér’ dare mépow Ovarov ért oxomas GAXas epdar Gat, but it is undoubtedly 

rare. On the other hand, if ef ye be adopted, we may compare Eph. iii. 2 

el'ye nxovcare : but the construction is not much after St Paul’s manner here. 

kata Kapdv] ‘at the proper time’: comp. Eph. i, 10, Gal. iv. 4 (with 

the note), Tit. i. 3. Christ came when the law had fulfilled its work, 

when the race had attained its majority. 

imp doeBdv] A strong expression (as in iv. 5) to emphasize the 

greatness of the boon. Such language may have given rise to the 

extraordinary statement in the Epistle of Barnabas § 5 quoted above 

(iv. 5), an exaggeration only to be accounted for by passages like these 

where the Apostles depreciate themselves in order to enhance the grace 

of God. Failing absolutely to understand St Paul’s motive, Celsus wields 

this saying against the Christians. 

7. pods yap] ‘Died for the impious. This is the strongest proof of 

His love. For you will scarce find one willing to die for a just man; 

though for the good man persons might be found ready to die.’ 

The more recent commentators generally make the two expressions 

dep Sixaiov and vmép rov dyabod as equivalent or nearly so; and consider 

that umép yap rod dyabod is a justification of the Apostle’s use of pédts 
‘hardly’ in place of od ‘not’: as if he had meant ‘I say hardly, for 

exceptional cases there are.’ So Meyer, Jowett, Vaughan (if I understand 

him aright). Alford is an honourable exception, but he does not quite 

see the force of the passage. 

The fact is that the 8icacos and the dyads represent two distinct types 

of character, as the following passages will show. , 

Clem. Hom, xvii. 5 6 8€ éxdixotvra Kai dueiBouevov Aéywv Ocdv Sixaroy 

airov 7H pice: ouvicrnow Kal ovx dyaOdv...more pev dyabov A€éywv, wore bE 

Bikaov, o¥S otras cupdavei, xviii. I ef pev odv vopobérns éoriv, Sixatos 

tuyxdver, Sixatos 5€ dv dyads ovK torw...cai 6 Uérpos épn* aparopy 
npiv elmé, emt moias mpakect Soxet gor 6 ayabds eivat, emt rrosais dé 6 Sikatos... 

kal 6 Sip@v: ov mparov elré, ri coe Soxei To dyadov } Kai rd Sikaov. There 

is much argument between the two on this point, in the course of 

which (§ 3) St Peter says dre 8€ 16 Bixatov dAdo dorw Kai rd dyaddy Erepor 
kai avrés opodoyd, GAd’ bre ro avrod éeori To dyadby eivat Kal Sixatov, 
dyvoeis, and again § 14 més earl rodro dyaddy, & wh Sixaoy corw x.t.A. So 
li. 13 yopis mdoys dvridoyias 6 Ocds dyabds dv kal Sixaiss éorw, and iv. 13 
Th toes dyabbv nai dixatov- dyabby pév ds perapedopévors yapitsuevoy ra 
dpaptipara, Sixaoy d¢ ds éxdorm perd tiv perdvoiay kar’ déiay rev mempay- 
peévav emeEvra. 

Irenzeus i. 27. « of Cerdon’s teaching of two Gods, kal rév pev dixatoy 
tov d€ dyabov vmapyxe. 

Ptolemeus £f¢st. ad Flor. § 4 (in Epiphan. Her. xxxiii. 7) ef 6 rédetos 
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Ocds dyabés dort xara thy éavrod piow...gore Sé Kai 6 THs rod dyriketpévov 
Giceas kaxds te kal rompds...rovTay ovv péos Kabeorss, kai wire dyabos dv, 
pire pry Kaxds, pyde Gdixos, Bias te AexOein dy dixatos. This is exactly 
what we want. The dixatos falls short of the dyaOés, but yet he is neither 
kaxos nor Gdexos. 

Athenagoras Legat. 34 quoted Dy Wetstein (p. 38 A) od yap drrapei 
Oikavov eivar som d€ Sixacocvyns iva ious duelBew), ddd’ dyabois Kai ave€.- 
kakots eivat mpoketrat. 

In Clement of Alexandria Pedag. i. 8. 62 (p. 135 sq: Potter) there is a 
whole chapter mpos Tovs ityovpévavs pa eivae dyadoy rd Sikaorv. He says 
(§ 63) rd de dyabdy GF dyabdv eorw, ovdév AAXo moet # Ort agedci (p. 136) 
with much more to the same effect, kai kara TWddreva opodoyeira: dyabov 
eivat rd Sixatov (§ 67, p. 138), dre pee dyads 6 6 cos kai +aravrest duohoyobow 
of mavres: ore b€ Kal Oixatos 6 avros Ceds ov oot xp} TWAEtovey ert Adywr 

(§ 71, p. 140), and see also the following chapter. 

In classical literature one example will suffice, though many could be 
adduced. 

Plato Resp. i. p. 350C 6 pev Gpa dixatos jpiv dvanéparvra dv dyabés re 
kal codds. 

Thus the distinction between dixaios and dyads is very much the same 

as the Aristotelian distinction between the dxp:Bodixatos and the émekys 
(Eth. Nic. v. 14), between the man, that is to say, who is scrupulously 

just, and the man who is prepared to make allowances. Shylock might 

be dixatos, but he was not dyafés. The ‘summum jus’ may become 

‘summa injuria.’ 

And for the matter in hand, there is all the difference in the world 

between the dya@és and the Sixatos. The dyaOds, as such, is full of 

sympathy and consideration for others. The well-being of others is his 
first concern. He is beneficent and kind. This is the idea of dyaOérns. 

On the other hand the 8ikatos, as such, puts out of sight the feelings of 

others. He is absolutely without sympathy. Now sympathy elicits 

sympathy. Consequently the dyads will be met with sympathy : others 

will be ready to do and to suffer for him in their turn: but the dieaos will 

evoke no such love, no willingness to make sacrifices in return. 

Hence St Paul’s language here. ‘For a good man some perchance 

may have courage to die; for a just man you will hardly, if at all, find 

any one ready to sacrifice his life: yet though we were not only not good, 

were not even jzs¢/, yea, were worse than unjust, worse than sinners 

(dpaprwdoi), were even doeBeis (recklessly and contemptuously set the will 
of God at defiance), yet Christ died for us.’ 

rov dyaQot] The definite article is added to throw a little more 
emphasis on the word. Tov ayaOod here cannot be neuter, as some take 
it: for, frst, the context requires a person; secondly, as a matter of fact, 

people are not so ready to die for a good principle as for a good person, 
because in the latter case their personal sympathies are excited. 
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g. ovv] The ogy should be retained, its omission in some texts being 

connected with the manipulation of the reading of the beginning of 

ver. 6, from a desire to form a suitable apodosis to such readings as ei yap, 

elye. If however ef ye be read, ed ye...dméOavev is not the protasis of a 
new sentence, but is to be connected with what precedes: ody therefore 

must stand in any case. 

ca0noépe0a] “In the language of the New Testament salvation is a 
thing of the past, a thing of the present, and a thing of the future. 

St Paul says sometimes ‘Ye (or we) were saved’ (Rom. viii. 24), or ‘Ye 

have been saved’ (Eph. ii. 5, 8), sometimes ‘Ye are being saved’ 
(1 Cor. xv. 2), and sometimes ‘Ye shall be saved’ (Rom. x. 9, 13). It is 

important to observe this, because we are thus taught that cornpia 

involves a moral condition which must have begun already, though it 

will receive its final accomplishment hereafter. Godliness, righteousness, 

is life, is salvation. And it is hardly necessary to say that the divorce of 

morality and religion must be fostered and encouraged by failing to note 

this and so laying the whole stress either on the past or on the future— 

on the first call or on the final change” (Ox a Fresh Revision, 1891, 

p. 104). The moral condition, not the physical, is the leading idea in 

ewrnpia, and binds all the meanings together. 

dws rijs opyis] ‘/rom the wrath’ of God: comp. iii. 5, ix. 22, where 
however 6 eds occurs in the context. Compare therefore Rom. xii. 19 

Sore romov 7H opyj, and 1 Thess. i. 10 (with the note), where the word 

(like ro 6éAnua, 7d dvopza) is used absolutely. 

10. KatndAdynpev TS @eG] In accordance with the universal language 

of the New Testament which speaks of mankind as reconciled in Christ 

to God, not God as reconciled to man. See 2 Cor. v. 18sq., Col. i. 21. 
It is true that New Testament writers do use the expression ‘the wrath 

of God’ borrowed from the O. T., employing it xaré dv8perov and 

karaxpnotixés; but when they speak at length upon the subject, the 

hostility is represented not as on the part of God, but of man. And this 

is the reason why the Apostles never use 6:aAAdooew in this connection, 

but always xara\d\aooew; because the former word denotes mutual 

concession after mutual hostility (Matt. v. 24 and Lxx. frequently), an 

idea absent from karad\dooew. Thus the New Testament is the 

revelation of the higher truth that God is love. 
Prof. Jowett strangely states in his note that ‘the comparison of 

Col. i. 21...shows that €y@pots may have an active as well as passive 
meaning.’ But surely the common meaning of ¢yépés zs active, at least 
from the Attic age onward, and in prose; and it is the universal use in 
the New Testament. 

é& vi fof airod] ie. rising in His resurrection and living in His life. 
II, o¥ pévov St ddAd] See on ver. 3 above. 

viv] i.e. under the present dispensation. 
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viii. Zhe terms ‘life’ and ‘death’ explained (v. 12—21). 

12, 8d rotro] ‘ This being so—since we have been already reconciled 

in Christ and look forward to eternal salvation, it comes to pass that as 

one man brought death into the world, so one man also brought life.’ 

aomep] The apodosis should have run, ‘so also through one man 

came righteousness, and through righteousness, life.’ Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22, 

which contains the germ of this passage, as elsewhere that epistle 

anticipates this. Thus the apodosis would have expressed the analogy 

between the First.and the Second Adam. But it is lost sight of in a 

number of dependent clauses, beginning with kat odrws «.7.A.; and instead 

of the resemblance, the contrasts of the two come prominently forward in 

vv. 15 sq. The apodosis disappears; and the sentence is resumed with 

another protasis in ver. 18, where dpa ojv marks the fact of the re- 
sumption. 

dv@pdzrov] The word is more or less emphatic, because the parallel 

points from the humanity of Adam to the humanity of Christ: see ver. 15. 

6 Odvaros] Physical death in the first instance and in the Mosaic 
narrative: but spiritual death as further implied therein; just as in the 

correlative both physical and spiritual life are included. In the Apostle’s 

mind the two ideas are inseparable. 

SuqdOev ef @ «.7.A.] Sin passed, as it were, from the one frontier to the 
other of humanity. The disease was communicated to the whole race, 
not inasmuch as all were descendants of Adam, but inasmuch as all 

sinned. : 

13. dxpt ydp k.7.A.] This is to justify the assertion that all sinned. 
An objection starts up in the Apostle’s mind, ‘What about the time 
before Moses, when there was no law?’ and this objection he proceeds to 

deal with. Yes: sin was there, even when there was no law to make the 

items appear in black and white. 
ovk éAdoyGrar] ‘2s zot reckoned in the account? The sin is there; but 

it did not take the form of transgression and so is not set down. On the 

two forms ¢AXoyar, €AXoyeiv and similar pairs of verbs, see the note on 
Philemon 18 éAdAdya. 

14. @Bactdevorev] ‘vezgned,’ dominated, carried all before it; see ver. 21 
below. 

kal érl robs pa} dpapricavras] The omission of yy is at least as early 
as Origen (see Reiche Comm. Crit. p. 42); but it is the true reading, (1) as 

being the better supported, (2) as required by the context, more especially 
by the cai and the savres jpaprov. (3) The omission of yu if genuine, was. 

more natural than the insertion of wy if spurious. It would appear to 

scribes to be reasonable that Adam’s punishment should fall on those 
only who followed Adam’s sin. 

The question of the reading being thus decided, it remains to consider 
what interpretation should be put on the expression émi rots wi) duapri- 

L. EP. 19 
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cavras «7.4. The interpretations which make the penalty of death fall on 
those who did not actually sin are mainly twofold. The first takes emi ro 
éuotdpare closely with éBacievoev, explaining the phrase to mean ‘by 

reason of the likeness of the sin’; that is, the likeness only, for, where no 

law is, there is no direct imputation of sin. But this view is distinctly 

excluded by the words mdvres ypaprov above. According to St Paul’s 

teaching, all did sin. The other explanation is to disconnect py from émt 

76 opowpar. and by giving a somewhat strained meaning to émi ro 

Gpoudpart to arrive at the result, ‘they did not commit sin, in the sense in 

which Adam committed sin,’ i.e. they were not guilty of actual, but only 

of imputed sin. The passage however distinctly implies that they did 

commit actual sin; though it was sin not according to the likeness of 

Adam’s sin. In what way then did their sin differ from his? Calvin 

replies: ‘quia non habebant, ut ille, revelatam certo oraculo Dei volun- 

tatem,’ that is, did not sin against an express command, had not 

transgressed a definite precept, but only the law within (Rom. ii. 14). 

But this is not quite satisfactory, and a wider application ought probably 

to be given to the whole passage. 

6s éoriy témos] ‘Inasmuch as all were involved in the consequences of 

the sin in the one case, of the righteousness in the other case.’ But 

observe that in both cases the descendants are involved in these conse- 

quences by participation and communication, not by imputation. 
Tov péd\Xovros}] Christ is future as regards Adam and Eve and the 

Jewish world, though not as regards St Paul. The Apostle doubtless has 

in his mind the Messianic titles 6 péAAwv, 6 épyouevos, on which see 

Biblical Essays, p. 149. Strictly speaking, the life, death and resurrection 

of Christ are the proper counterpart and counteraction to the sin of 

Adam, and these are past from the Apostle’s standpoint. The fact that 

Christ péAdex kpiverv (Gvras Kal vexpovs (2 Tim. iv. 1 quoted by Vaughan) 

has no bearing on the matter in hand, since the grace, the righteousness 

and the life, which exist already, are alone under consideration. Thus 

the past tense érepiccevoey (not the future) is used in the next verse. 
15—17. St Paul has stated the fact of the analogy (8s éorw rumos Tod 

péANorros). He now goes on to speak of the contrasts (vv. 15, 16), and 
returns to the analogy again (ver. 18 dpa otv). The contrasts are intro- 

duced as a corrective to the impression which might be left by the 

analogy alone. They are prompted by the overwhelming sense of God’s 

goodness and mercy. These contrasts are two, and are introduced in 

similar terms (ver. 15 dAX’ ody os... going on ver. 15 ef ydp..., ver. 16 Kab 

ovx as... going on ver, 17 e yap...). First, there is a contrast in 
character: on the one side ré rapdrreya resulting in @dvaros, on the other 
76 xdpiopa (4 xdpts), 4 Swped and all that is implied thereby. Secondly, 
there is a contrast in result: in the one case from the one to the many, in 
the other from the many to the one. 

15. mapdmrrwpa, xdpicpa] The mere fact that the one is mapdmropa 
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and the other ydpiopa, the one an act of rebellion bringing death, the 

other an act of mercy bringing life, sets the two cases as wide as the poles 

apart, 

Tod évés, Tovs moddots] “In Rom. v, 15—19 there is a sustained 
contrast between ‘¢he one (6 eis)’ and ‘*¢he many (of moAXoi),’ but in the 

English Version the definite article is systematically omitted: ‘If through 

the offence of one many be dead,’ and so throughout the passage, closing 

with, ‘For as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by 

the obedience of one shall many be made righteous.’ In place of any 

comment of my own, I will quote Bentley’s words. Pleading for the 

correct rendering he says (Works, ll. p. 224 ed. Dyce), ‘ By this accurate 

version some hurtful mistakes about partial redemption and absolute 
reprobation had been happily prevented. Our English readers had then 

seen, what several of the fathers saw and testified, that of moAAol che many, 

in an antithesis to ze ome, are equivalent to mares al/ in ver. 12 and 

comprehend the whole multitude, the entire species of mankind, exclusive 

only of ¢he one. In other words the benefits of Christ’s obedience 

extend to all men potentially. It is only human self-will which places 

limits to its operation.” Ox a Fresh Revision, 1891, p. 108. 

dréQavoy] ‘ died, i.e. with Adam’s transgression; not ‘be dead’ (A. V.) 
which would require re@vyxaoce and would be as untrue to facts as to 
grammar. In many cases they died and are alive again in Christ 

(Rev. i. 18 éyevouny vexpos kal Sod (av eipi). 

®oAAG paAdov] Why ‘much more’? How comes this @ fortiori 
argument? The reason is not expressed, but it underlies all St Paul’s 
theology, as indeed all the N. T. theology; that God is a God of love, 

that He delighteth not in the death of a sinner, that His will is towards 

mercy and pardon. Therefore if the effects of sin extended to all, we 

may be much more sure that the effects of grace will extend to all and 
this abundantly. There is a similar implication in xi. 15. For modA@ 

padXov introducing an @ fortiord argument see above vv. 9, 10, and below 

ver. 17, 1 Cor. xii. 22, 2 Cor. ili. 9, II. 

# Swped ev xdpire] ‘the boon which consists in a favour.’ The dis- 
tinction between Seped, Sépov on the one hand and ddors, déua on the 
other is drawn out by Philo de Cherub. 25 (1. p. 154 ed. Mangey) rov 

dvrov ra pév xdptros péons &iarat, 4} Kadeirar Sdots, Ta S€ dpeivovos qs. dvopa 

oixeiov Swped, Leg. All. iii. 70 (1. p. 126) dGpa Sopdrav dapépovorw. Ta pev 

yip tudacw peyéOovs tedeiav dyabav dndodow, G trois redelots xapicerar Jb 

Oeds, Ta dé els Bpaxdrarov ~cradrar dy peréxovow of edpueis dokyral of 

mpoxérrovres. The former pair of words therefore represents something 

much higher and more excellent than the latter, We are thus able to 

appreciate St James’ distinction, which some have deemed meaningless, 

maca ddots dyad) kai wav Sdpnua rédecov (James i, 17); and we may notice 
that while 8dcts is only called ‘good,’ the epithet ‘perfect’ is applied to 

ddpnua. Consequently as réAevoy is an advance upon dyaéy, so is Sapna 

19—2 
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upon ddors. Thus dwped is rightly applied by St Paul here and ver. 17 to 

the gift of righteousness and reconciliation. 

Tod évds dvOpdarov] The word avépadrov is emphatic. It was necessary 

to introduce the idea of the Second Adam here, just as in 1 Tim. ii. 5 a 

similar stress is laid on the humanity of Christ to show the necessity that 

the mediator should be a man. ’Av@pomov is therefore added in this 
second clause, though omitted in the first. 

éweplroevoev] For the tense compare daé@avoy above. The sin of the 

race was potentially bound up in the sin of Adam: the restoration of the 

race in the life and death of Christ. 

16. Kal odx x.t.A.] An abridged expression requiring the addition of 

6 Odvaros Téy moAday after duapryoavros, and ovrw cai before ro Sdépnua. 

The starting-point was not one act extending to many; but conversely 

many acts leading to one. Again the underlying thought is the abundant 

mercy of God, which counteracts many transgressions by one righteous 

deed. 

dpapticavros}] For the form of this first aorist see Lobeck Phryz. 
p- 732. The v. 1. ayaprjyaros has some support, but not sufficient. 

Adpyya is rightly substituted for dwped of the preceding verse; for there 

the act of giving was the prominent idea, here the boon granted. 

é évés] probably neuter here, as ék woNAdy mapamropdrov suggests : 
comp. 8’ évds dixardparos (ver. 18). 

Sixatopa] This word has three senses, all of which are represented in 

this Epistle; (1) ‘an ordinance’ (i. 32, ii. 26, viii. 4), its common sense in 

the New Testament; (2) ‘a righteous deed’ (v. 18, comp. Rev. xv. 4, 

xix. 8); (3) ‘a sentence, verdict,’ here of acquittal. Thus it refers to 

legislation, to conduct, and to jurisdiction. The second of the meanings 

given above can be well illustrated from Aristotle: see Rhe?. i. 13. 1 Ta 

dSixjpata mavra Kal ra Stxadpara (comp. i. 3.9), Eth. Wie. v. 7. (10) kadetrac 

8€ (Stkatwpa) padXov Sixacompaynua To Kowvoy* Stxaiwpa dé rd émavdpbapa Tov 

adixjparos. In this signification therefore, besides its ordinary accep- 

tation of ‘a just act’ equivalent to d:xatompdynua, the word has a special 

force ‘the making right of what is wrong,’ and this sense of ‘the 

rectification of an act of injustice’ (see Aristotle’s Rhedoric, ed. Cope and 

Sandys, I. p. 56) may well come in in the passage v. 18. 

17, Observe the accumulation of words, woAA@ padXov, thy meptooetay 

Tis xaperos balancing the woAA@ paGdAov, 4 xdpts, kai yj Swped ev ydpire of 
ver. 15. 

tis Swpedis rHs Sikatorbdvys] Though this is the reading of the majority 
of manuscripts, rs dwpeds is omitted: by B Origen (in two places), Chry- 

sostom, Irenzeus and Augustine, rijs Sixacoodvns by C Origen (in one 
place), while several versions (Vulgate, Peshito and Harklean) smooth 
the passage down by the insertion of xai between the two substantives. 
These phenomena, when tested by internal evidence, render rijs Swpeas 

highly suspicious; and suggest that the phrase was originally intended as 
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a gloss or a substitute for the seemingly awkward expression rijs 8:xato- 
aims, but subsequently crept into the text and was either added to or 
displaced the original reading rijs dixacoodyns. 

18, dpa ov] ‘well then.’ The contrasts being disposed of, dpa ody 
introduces and sums up the analogy, the resemblance, between the First 

and the Second Adam. It is a favourite collocation of particles in 

St Paul under similar circumstances (vii. 3, 25, viii. 12, ix. 16, 18, xiv. 12, 

19, Gal. vi. 10, Eph. ii. 19, 1 Thess. v. 6, 2 Thess. ii. 15). 

és 8 &és] To supply the ellipse we require rd xpiva éyévero, 75 ydpiopa 

éyévero. This elliptical form for the sake of emphasis is not unusual in 
the case of two antithetical clauses, e.g. x. 17, Gal. ii. 9, 1 Cor. vi. 13, 

Rev. vi. 6, Clement of Rome, 42 6 Xpicris ody dé rov Geod Kal of droarodot 
amo Tov Xpiorov. 

els Stxalwoiy Lors] ‘to justification consisting in life, the genitive of 
apposition. 

19. traxoys] On the vaaxon of Christ comp. Phil. ii. 8, Heb. v. 8. 
20. vépos 8] It is not his main subject; but he has been obliged 

incidentally to speak of law in order to obviate an objection; and he 
therefore proceeds now to explain the function of law in reference to the 

universal sin and the universal redemption. 

mapeordOevy] Sin entered in boldly (eio7Adev), death passed over all 

humanity, over all ages (6:7\@ev); but law only came in by the way, by a 

bye-path (mapecondOev), had only a temporary application, a partial 

dominion. For the metaphor see Gal. ii. 4 mapetoaxrous, maperoyAOov. 

twreovdoy] Like mepeooetew, the verb m\eovdge has a transitive as 
well as an intransitive use (see the note on 1 Thess. iii. 12), Here 

@eovaon is probably intransitive, as being in accordance with St Paul’s 
general usage, and corresponding more closely to émAcdvacey of the next 

clause. 

7) wapd@rrapa, 7 dpaptia] The words rapdrrepa and mapdBaors (ver. 14) 
are closely allied, referring respectively to the consequences on the agent 

and to the line transgressed. But both imply a definite rule broken, 

a definite line stepped beyond. In other words they presuppose the 

existence of a law or rule (vdyos). ‘Where there is no law, neither is 

there transgression’ (Rom. iv. 15). 

In this they differ from sin (auapria). There will be sin where there is 

no law (Rom. v. 13, 14), albeit the sin is not imputed (ovx éAAoyara, see 
the note on the passage). Thus, though men sinned before the law was 

given, they did not sin ‘after the likeness of Adam’s transgression’ 

(v. 14 evi r@ cuodpare ts mapaBdoews ’Aday). Hence, though St Paul 
‘declares that law multiplies transgression (as here, see also Gal. iii. 19), 

he says on the other hand that it reveals sin (iii. 20 da yap vopou emiyywors 

dyaprias, vii. 7, 13). It does not create, but it evokes sin. 

So here: the law came not that the sin might abound, but that the 

transgression might abound. The sin did abound all the time (see the 
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next verse); and the law, making the transgression abound, brought out 
this fact patently, forced it upon the conscience. For while transgression 
is the violation of some special precept, sin is a violation of an eternal 
principle, higher and wider than any code of definite rules. 

21. tmepereptocevoey] ‘abounded more exceedingly’ A very strong 
word. I\eovatew represents the comparative, ‘to increase,’ meptooevery 

the superlative, ‘to abound’; see 1 Thess. iii. 12, where they are so 

translated in the A. V. But here St Paul is not satisfied with meprooedver ; 
he doubles the superlative (as in 2 Cor. vii. 4). On St Paul’s fondness 

for cumulative compounds in vmép especially in the second chronological 
group of his Epistles, see the note on 1 Thess. iii. 10, where examples are 

given. Compare also 2 Cor. iv. 17 xa6” vmepBodny eis vmrepBodjy. 

Barlrkevoey, Bacireton] ‘established its throne, might establish its 

throne. This is the force of the aorist in both cases: comp. Rev. xi. 17, 

xix. 6, and e.g. Herod. ii. 2 émesdy b¢ Yappiriyos Baowdevoas 7OeAnoe cidévat 

otrwwes yevoiaro mpdro. The sense in v. 14 is somewhat different : see the 
passage. 



CHAPTER VI. 

ix. x. Zhe influence of our spiritual position upon our conduct 
(vi. I—23). 

I. érupévopev] The right reading unquestionably (not émipevotper) ; 

so below, ver. 15 auapricwper (not duaprycopev), The conjunctives are 

stronger than the futures, and represent the indignant rejoinder of some 

objector, ‘ Has it come to this that we are obliged to continue in sin? Is 

nothing left but this?’ The antinomian inference, if it hold good at all, 

must be obligatory, not permissive. wi 

vf dpapr(a] Perhaps ‘she sin, and 9 xdpis ‘the grace,’ referring to 
Vv. 20,21. For éxuévew ri in the sense of ‘to cling to,’ see the note on 

Phil. i. 24. 

2. pr yévoro] The thought is abhorrent to the Apostle. The fact is, 
as he goes on to show, that this is not only a wrong precept, but an 

actual impossibility. A thing cannot be dead and alive at the same time 

and from the same point of view. The very conception of the d:caoovvn, 

the yapis of which he has spoken, is a death to sin—a death ideally 

complete, but actually more or less imperfect. 

otriwves dareOdvopev] ‘as men who died’; either potentially in Christ’s 
death (see vv. 15, 19), or personally when we were baptized. Probably 

the latter thought is uppermost ; compare ver. 3 dcor éBanricOnpev. 

Ti dpapria] ‘Zo sz’; the dative of reference, see vi. Io, 11, vii. 4, 

Gal. ii. 20, 1 Pet. ii. 24. 

was] interrogatively with the future introduces an impossibility, as in 

iii. 6, viii. 32, 1 Cor. xiv. 7, 9, 16 etc. ‘The idea is not merely absurd, 

inconsistent; it is absolutely impossible.’ 
3- i dyvoctre] ‘Such a supposition betrays the grossest ignorance.’ 

Compare vii. 1, 7 ov émeywookere (2 Cor. xiii. 5), and the common Pauline 

phrase # ovk oidare (xi. 2, 1 Cor. vi. 2, 9, 16, 19). 
es Xpiordv ‘Incotv] The preposition conveys the notion of incor- 

poration into, both here and in the words below eis rév @avarov avrod; 
comp. Gal. iii. 27 dcoe els Xprordv éBanriaOnre, Xprorov evedvoacde, 1 Cor. 
xii. 13 els év o@pa, an idea expanded more fully in the expression els ré 
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Svopa (Matt. xxviii. 19, Acts xix. 5, comp. 1 Cor. i. 13, 15). Similarly in 
1 Cor. x. 2 els rév Movojy éBamricavro the reference is to incorporation 

into the Mosaic covenant. On the other hand in Mark i. 4 els dfeow 

Guapriav the meaning of the preposition is different, and signifies the . 
purpose and result of the baptism. 

4. ovverddnpev] As Prof. Jowett rightly observes, the Apostle intro- 
duces the phrase ‘were buried’ instead of ‘died’ in order to recall the 
image of baptism, a parallelism which disappears in our present practice 

of baptism by aspersion. See the idea again more clearly brought out in 

Col. ii. 12, Eph. v. 14, 1 Cor. x. 2. Perhaps Gal. iii. 27 Xpeorov eveddoacbe 

may be an image taken from another part of the baptismal ceremony, but 

this is not so certain. In the same way, a lesson drawn elsewhere by the 

Apostle from the celebration of the Eucharist (1 Cor. x. 16, 17) is 

impaired by our common practice, which has destroyed the vividness of 

the image. 

els rov Odvarov] It is better to connect these words with ovveradnyer 
than with dca rod Barricparos, as Jowett does. 

é&y xawdéryte fwijs] ‘22 a new state, which is life’: for before they had 
been dead (vexpoi). To render, as the A. V., ‘in newness of life’? would 

suggest that the old had been in some sense life also. Ignatius Eph. 19 

Ocod dvOpwrives pavepoupévor eis kawornta didiov Cwfs is an evident allusion 

to this passage. Zwys is the genitive of apposition; comp. i. 23 é 

Oporapare eikdvos, iv. 11 onpetov meptropijs, Vii. 6 ev xawornre mvevparos and 

Winer § lix. p. 666. The idea uppermost in xavdrns is ‘strangeness,’ and 

therefore a change (comp. 2 Cor. v. 17). See the note on Col. iii. 10, 
where xawos is distinguished from véos. 

5. 7 dpodpari] is to be taken closely with ovpuro: ‘connate with 

the likeness’; for the connexion is at once suggested by the ovr-, and is 

required by the ellipse. The rendering of the A. V. ‘planted together in 

the likeness’ is obscure and looks like a compromise. The meaning is, 
‘If the likeness of His death has been coincident with our birth, has been 

‘a part of us from our birth’—the birth here spoken of being of course the 

dvayévyyots, the new birth in Christ by baptism. T@ opoidpare rod Oavdrov 

avrov is substituted for rq Oavar@ a’rov, because it was not Christ’s 

actual, physical death which was spoken of; but only His death 
mystically considered, the likeness of His death. 

@\Ad kal] For ddd in the apodosis after ef compare Mark xiv. 29, 
2 Cor. iv, 16, xi. 6, xiii. 4, Col. ii, 5; in these passages however the 

apodosis is in opposition to the protasis, ‘though’; ‘ yet.’ Here the force 

is a fortiori, ‘if...then certainly’: and dAdd is used to show that there is 
a distinction in favour of the proposition stated in the apodosis. For 
GAd4 cai comp. Luke xvi. 21, xxiv. 22 ‘nay more.’ 

6. 1d capa ths dpaprias] Prof. Jowett rightly interprets this as ‘a 
continuation of the figure of the old man who is identified with sin and 
has a body attributed to him.’ Dr Vaughan’s explanation is hardly 
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satisfactory, but he justly draws attention to the exact parallel, ro capa 

tijs capkos in Col. ii. 11, 12. 

7. 6 dmwo8avdv] i.e. the dead in this mystical sense. Death is a 

release ; it liberates from all claims: comp. vii. 1 éf’ doy xpovov ( and 
Ecclus. xviii. 22 ju petvys ws Oavdrov dixarwOjvat, where however the 

meaning is different. 

SeSuxatwrar] All claims against him are zfso facto cancelled: such is 

the force of the perfect. Comp. Acts xiii. 39 (where St Paul is the 

speaker), Ecclus. xxvi. 29 ov dixatwOyoerat kdmndos dio dpaptias, quoted by 
Vaughan. This passage throws much light on St Paul’s idea of dixaioous 

and &cxaroovvn, and would repay a deeper study. 

10. 6 ydp darébavev] ‘for the death which He died’; comp. Gal. ii. 20 
& 8 viv (a év capki. 

Ti dpapr(q] ie. to the temptations and the sufferings inflicted on Him 

by sin. Christ died to a sinful world, died to a life in which He was 

every moment bearing the consequences of sin. The dative only so far 

differs in meaning from the dative rf dyaprig of the next verse, in that 

He was sinless, we are sinful: but grammatically it is the same. 

1 Qed] ‘unto God,’ and therefore eternally: comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 4. 

12. & TO OvyTd ipadv copar.] Two interpretations are suggested of 

@mre@ here. Some take it as though equivalent to vexp@, reOvyxdrt, with 

reference to vexpovs Tj) auaptia above (ver. 11). But Ovnros seems never to 

have this meaning, not even in Rom. viii. 11, 2 Cor. iv. 11; it always 

signifies ‘subject to death, never ‘dead,’ as such. We must therefore 
give Ovyré its proper meaning of ‘mortal, and explain the force of the 
epithet thus: ‘If ye are thus living an eternal life to God, why should ye 

show deference to your bodies which are but mortal, by humouring their 

‘passions? The mortal life is not worthy of consideration in comparison 

with the immortal.’ 

13. ta StAa] ‘arms’ (comp. 2 Cor. vi. 7), rather than ‘instruments’ 

(A. V.); see the next note. 

Ti dpaprlq] ‘or sz,’ i.e. to wage warfare in its service. The rendering 
of the A. V. ‘unto sin’ is at least obscure. Sin is regarded as a sovereign 

(uy BaotAevér@ ver. 12), who demands the military service of subjects (eis 
To Umaxovew ver. 12), levies their quota of arms (é7Aa ddcxias ver. 13), and 
gives them their soldier’s-pay of death (éywma ver. 23). For the metaphor 

comp. 2 Tim. ii. 4 76 orparohoyjoarte. 
é& vexpav {avras] ‘alive, after being dead.’ A common classical ex- 

pression, e.g. Demosthenes de Coron. 131, p. 270 éAevOepos ex SovAov Kat 

moves x wrayov yeyovos. Dr Vaughan prefers to take the phrase in 
the usual sense ‘from the dead’; but though frequently so found with 

dydotacts, éyeipew etc., it does not occur with (jv. It may be a question 
whether even Rom. xi. 15 ef 7 (an é« vexpov ought not to be taken as 

above. Compare Luke xv. 32 6 ddeAdés cov otros vexpos fv Kal e(ncev, 

.which Vaughan quotes on that passage. Here the order ek vexpav (dvras, 
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where ék vexpdv is emphatic and isolated, seems decisive in favour of the 
more idiomatic usage. 

15. Again, as in vi. 1, the Apostle puts a question. The difference 

of form has been suggested by what has immediately preceded. The 

nature of the answer too is somewhat different. In ch. vi. 1 the objector 

asks, ‘Shall we sin more that grace may be more?’ St Paul replies, 

‘The thing is impossible, a contradiction in terms. Sin and grace, life 
and death, cannot coexist.’ Thus the answer starts from the nature of 

the case. Here the objector asks, ‘Are we to sin, because we are not 

under law, not bound by any definite precepts, but under a higher 

principle, grace?’ The reply is, ‘No; because, if you sin, you will 

become slaves to sin; you will bring on yourselves the penalties of sin.’ 

The answer therefore arises from the effects, the consequences of this 

course of action. 

16. ov« olSare] ‘Is not this self-evident ? You cannot but obey the 

master to whom you have surrendered yourselves: you become his 

slaves.’ The argument is the same as in Matt. vi. 24. 

jro...41] The only instance of j#rot in the New Testament. I should 

not say with Vaughan that ro: expresses the greater probability of the 

alternative to which it is prefixed; but rather that it throws greater 

emphasis upon it. Jelf (G~ 777. 5) properly says that ro thus added 

has the effect of increasing the disjunctive force: comp. Winer § liii. 

P. 549. 
traxoijs] Here used in a different sense of the true obedience, sub- 

mission to the will of God. So elsewhere absolutely, v. 19, xvi. 19, 

1 Pet. i. 2, 14, 

17. Orv qre...imnkotoate 8] ‘One sentence resolved grammatically 

into two,’ is Winer’s observation (§ Ixvi. p. 785), who instances Matt. xi. 25, 
Luke xxiv. 18, John iii. 19, vii. 4. 

eds Sv «.7.A.] This should be resolved into rim@ didayfs els bv mape- 

866nre rather than into els rémov didayqs bv mapedoOnre, which is open to 

two objections, (1) the harshness of the expression éy mapedd@nre, (2) the 

improbable construction wraxovew eis. For the attraction compare 
Acts xxi. 16, where dyovres map’ 6 fercOdpev Mvdowvi rar stands for 
dyovres Mvdowva twa map’ 6 Seno Ocpev. 

19. dvOpdmivov A¢yo] The Apostle apologizes for the use of the word 
dovAeia in connexion with dixacoovvy. For the phrase see on Gal. iii. 15 
xara dvOpanov déya. God's service is not Sovdela but édevdepia (1 Cor. 
ix. 19, 2 Cor. iii. 17, Gal. v. 13, passages which show that the thought was 
very prominent in St Paul’s mind at this time). 

21. ody...réte] The single ‘then’ of the A. V. does double duty here, 
as in John xi. 14; and is employed to represent ‘then’ temporal as well 
as ‘then’ argumentative. 

tlva otv Kaprdv...7d ydp té\os] St Paul never uses xaprés of the results 
of evil-doing, but always substitutes ¢pya: see Gal. v. 19, 22, Eph. v. Q, II. 
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Here the yap which follows shows that the expression is equivalent to 

‘Ye had no fruit.’ 
23. éWova] The word dor ‘condiment’ is defined by a Scholiast 

on Homer Jad xi. 630 as ‘whatever is eaten with bread.’ Thus Plutarch 

says (Aforal. 99 D) that boys are taught r7 defta AapBdvew rod dou, rh bé 

dpiorepa xpateivy tov aprov. So Plato carefully distinguishes the two. 
After mentioning the aAqura and dAevpa, which are to be the staple of the 

diet in his ideal republic, he continues (Respzdl. ii. p. 372 C) émeAadounv 
Ort kai dow eovow- adas te dSpdov Ore Kal éAdas Kat Tupov Kat BodBovs Kat 

Adyava, specifying various kinds of éyov. The word however was used 

especially of ‘fish, as Symmachus states in Plutarch Symos. iv. 4, 

p- 667 E woddG@y dvrav bywr éxvevixncey 6 iyOds povov 7 pariora ye Oyov 

kaheio@at dia rd woAd wdvrwy dperh kpareiv. Hence the names idowor and 

opopayo: (ALlian V. H. i. 28) were given to those who preferred this kind 

of dainty, and fish were called @addrrns da, ra ex Oaddrrns da 

(Plutarch 7. ¢.), @adarria Oya (Hippocrates, p. 606. 10), movria dia 

(Euripides fragm. apud Athenzus xiv. p. 640B) and simply éypov (Pollux 

vii. 7, where the word is interchanged with ix6vd:ov). Diodorus (xi. 57) 

explains the fact of the assignment of the city Myus to Themistocles 

(Thue. i. 138) as dyov, from the reason of its situation (€yovoay 6aXarrav 

eviyOur). So dapiov is used for ‘a fish’ (John vi. 9; comp. Luke ix. 13, 
John xxi. 9, 10, 13), and the Latin ‘obsonium’ also (Juvenal Sav. iv. 64). 

From é@yov is derived éyomov ‘soldier’s-pay, which is the general, 

perhaps the universal, use of the word (see however ps.-Aristeas, p. iii. 

ed. Hody), and is the Greek equivalent of the Latin ‘stipendia’; for the 

word ‘obsonia’ in Latin (see above) seems never to have acquired this 
meaning. The derivation of the word explains its use. The soldier’s 
reward for his service was twofold; (1) a ration in kind, which was an 

allowance of corn (atrozérpna) for making bread, and (2) a small payment 

in money (6yerov), by which he might purchase a relish (éyov) to be 
eaten with his bread. Compare Dionys. 4. 2. ix. 36.5 7d 1° dypamov rH 

orpaTiGd Kai TO dyTi Tov cirov ovyxwpndev vo Tov MadXiov xarevéeyKartes 

dpyvpiov (where the rations could not be supplied in kind). A Smyrnean 

inscription (Boeckh C. 7. G. 3137) runs as follows, mpovofaa rév Sipov 
dmas avrois diddra: ex BacitKov Ta Te peTpypata kal Ta oydua, which is 
explained by a passage in Polybius (vi. 39. 12) dyamov 8 of pév mefoi 

AapBavovor ris nuepas Ovo dBodovs...ccroperpouvrar 8 of pev meCol mupav 

*Arrixod pedipvov Svo pepy pddiora mows. The word occurs in the LXx. 

(1 Macc. iii. 28, xiv. 32, 1 Esdras iv. 4, 56) always in its technical sense, 

and in Luke iii. 14, 1 Cor. ix. 7, 2 Cor. xi. 8, From it is derived the 

Latin ‘obsonium’; from éyaveiv, ‘ obsono,’ ‘obsonor,’ ‘obsonator. The 

word occurs in Ignatius’ letter to Polycarp in a passage replete with 

military metaphors (§ 6) dpeoxere & otpareterOe, ad’ ob kai Ta odna 
kopicecOe, pris Yuadv Secéprap evpeOn To Bawriopa vay pevéro os d7Aa, 
7 mlotis ds mepixeadala, 4 ayann as Sdpv, 4 Umopovy ds mavorAla: Ta Senootra 

Upav ra épya tpav va Ta dkxenra vpav d&ia kopionabe. 



CHAPTER VII 

xi. Our freedom from law illustrated by the analogy of a 
contract (vii. I—6). 

I. a dyvoetre] Connected with ov yap dare do vopov (vi. 14). St Paul’s 

thoughts are recalled to this statement, which requires justification, by the 

expression ré ydpiopa just before. 

ywaokovew yap vopov] He is addressing Romans, to whom at all 

events the conception of law ought not to be unknown. 

6 vépos] Here not the Mosaic Law but rather the law generally, 

St Paul having especially in his mind the law which would be known to 

his hearers, i.e. the Roman law. 

Tov dvOpwrov] ‘the person.’ The phrase has nothing to do with 6 dyyp 
‘the husband’ in the next verse. ‘O dv@pa7os includes both sexes; and 

indeed the statement is not confined to the law of marriage. It is a 

general principle of the law that death cancels engagements. 

2. The passage should be compared with 1 Cor. vii. 39, where vouo 

has been inserted after déSera: from the verse before us. ‘The woman 

who is subject to a husband’ (dzavdpos occurs in Polybius and later 

writers, as well as in the LXx.) ‘is bound by law to her living husband’ 

(the rendering of the A. V. ‘to her husband as long as he liveth’ is 

misleading); ‘but if her husband be dead, she has been zfso facto set 

free from the law of her husband, that is, from the law which gave her 

husband authority over her and claims upon her.’ Karypynrat dro is 

equivalent to xatjpyyrat kal éxydptorat dad: comp. Gal. v. 4 xatnpyndnre 

amé Xpiorov and ver. 6 below; and for similar phrases, 2 Cor. xi. 3 POapy 
dio Tis awddryros, Col. ii. 20 dmeOavere dé TAY orotxelav. 

3 xXpnparloce] From the primary meaning of ypnuarifev ‘to do 

business, negociate’ spring two secondary uses of the verb, (1) ‘to act 

the part of,’ ‘to be called’ (e.g. Acts xi. 26, Joseph. 2. /. ii. 18. 7 ’Avrioyav 

rov ‘"Embavi xpnuaricovra) ; (2) ‘to give an answer,’ ‘to deliver an oracle,’ 

and so in the passive ‘to be advised’ (Matt. ii. 12, 22). 

édy yévnror dvBpl érépw] ‘7/ she attach herself to another husband?’ The 

rendering of the A. V. ‘man,’ both here and later on in this verse, is 

unfortunate, because dvépwmos is rendered ‘man,’ dvjp ‘husband,’ in the 
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context. For this sense of yévyrat, -yevouéy compare Hosea iii. 4 ov8é ph} 
yévy avdph érépy. 

4. were] ‘therefore; to apply this rule in your case. 

kal tpets] The instance produced in ver. 3 is an instance of a release 
from the authority of the marriage bond by death. So is this. Thus it 

is a case in point. Beyond this however the similitude cannot be pressed. 

There the wife was released by the husband’s death. Here the wife 

(ie. the body of believers) is released by her own death, released from 

the law, which was her spouse. In the natural marriage relations no 
strict analogy presented itself to this which was possible in the mystical 
marriage relations, i.e. that the wife should die, and yet live to marry 

another. 

tpets avardOyre +O vopw] In order that the previous instance might 

be an exact parallel, we should have 6 vdpos €OavarwOn viv (comp. 

Col. ii. 14, Eph. ii. 15, in which passages the death of the law is more or 

less connected with the death of the believer to the law, in the Cross of 

Christ). This however does not accord with St Paul’s way of speaking 

here; for it does not include his idea of the believer dying in Christ, on 
which he lays so much stress here (vi. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,7, 8, 11) and elsewhere. 

He therefore prefers sacrificing the perfect exactness of the parallel (it 
was sufficiently exact, as an illustration of the statement 6 vopos xuptevet... 

¢j) for the sake of retaining the image, which had so deep a moral and 

theological significance to him, and which occupies so prominent a place 
in the context. Other examples of images doubly applied, by St Paul are 
given in the notes on 1 Thess. ii. 7, v. 4. The phrase xal vyeis implies a 

large number of Jews or proselytes among the Roman converts. 

Sid Tod odparos tod Xpiorod] Compare Col. i. 22, Eph. ii. 16. The 
idea is: ‘ Christ’s death in His natural body on the Cross’; as in Col. 1. c. 

év ré gapart ths capKos avrod did Tov Oavdrov. The odpa here is not the 

Church of Christ, as the body; this must not be regarded even as an 

accessory idea (Jowett): for the reference is obviously to a definite act 

and a definite time, when they passed from the old state to the new, 

before the body of Christ in this sense could be said to exist. 

yevérOar érépw] ‘be wedded to another.” ‘The first indications of this 

image of the Church as the Spouse of Christ occur in 1 Cor. vi. 13sq., 
Gal. iv. 26, but both cases represent ideas leading up to this image, rather 
than the image itself. For the image in all its fulness, see Eph. v. 22—33. 

Kaprodopyaopev] This seems hardly to be a continuation of the same 
metaphor, ‘bear offspring.’ Otherwise some more definite word would 
have been preferred. It is rather in a general sense: see the next verse. 

5. qpev év rq oapK(] i.e. under the law. For the law and the Gospel 
are distinguished as flesh and spirit: the one being a system of external 
precepts, the other a principle of inward growth. Compare Gal. iii. 3, 

v. 18, 19 etc., Col. ii. 18, Phil. iii. 3, 4, Heb. vii. 16 vopov évrodjjs capxivns. 

7a waQipara K.t.4.] Observe that it is not af duapriac ai dia rod vopov. 



302 EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS, (VII. 5. 

See the note on v. 20. Jowett gets into much confusion here and else- 

where, because he does not distinguish ‘sin’ and ‘transgression.’ 

6. vevi 88] ‘as things are,’ under this new dispensation. 

Katnpyyonpev] See above, ver. 2. 
arobavévres év @] The reading of the Textus Receptus dmoOavévros has 

only the very slenderest support; otherwise the inversion of the metaphor 

would be quite after St Paul’s manner: see on 1 Thess. ii. 7. The 

sentence means that we were liberated by our death (dmo@ayovres) from 
the law in which we were held fast. This is the only satisfactory way of 

taking the passage, which should be punctuated after, not before, 

doOavovres, and it makes excellent sense, To explain it, as some do, by 

supplying r@ vou after dmofavorres is very harsh grammatically, because 

drofavovres does not suggest the missing dative, as e.g. in Acts xxi. 16 

adyovres suggests the missing accusative. 

év katvoryr. tvetparos] For the phrase see on vi. 4 above, and for the 

distinction between mveiua and ypdupa comp. ii. 29. 

xii. Zhe objection ‘the law is sin’ met (vii. 7—24). 

7. adda] The conjunction here does not qualify (‘nevertheless,’ ‘ but 

still it is true’); it opposes the previous proposition. ‘So far from this, 
it revealed to me the true character, the heinousness, of sin,’ as in ver. 13 

tva yévyrat k.T.A. 

ovk tyvwy] ‘7 did not recognize’; not as the A. V. ‘I had not known,’ 

for (1) this would anticipate the ovx 7ew which follows, and (2) an 

imperfect rather than an aorist would be expected, as e.g. ix. 3 nvxdpnv. 

Comp. Winer § xli. p. 352. ”“Hidew just below is a quasi-imperfect and 

satisfies this condition. 

Thy Te yap émbuplav] The reference is to the tenth commandment 

(Ex. xx. 17), a single precept being taken as a sufficient example: hence 

the re. See above, iii. 2 mpdrov pév dru «.7.A.,. where again a single 

example is specified, the rest being tacitly suggested. St Paul however 

has instinctively chosen the commandment which is the best typical 

instance for his purpose. The use of re here is quite conclusive against 

the view that ov« éméupnoecs is intended as a general and comprehensive, 

and not as a special, precept. 

ov Sev] ie. ‘I had not known what lust meant, its sinful nature: 

with the law it became at once a desire after the forbidden.’ Ovx éyvov 

‘I did not recognize it,’ though it was preexistent: ove 7dew ‘I had no 

acquaintance with it’; it might, or it might not, preexist (here the 

supposition is that it does not preexist). 
8. vexpd] i.e. od xapmodopet. As the apparently lifeless stock of a 

tree, it gives no signs of activity. This of course is relative to the 

conscience of the man. Definite prohibition is necessary in order to 
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produce definite transgression, in whatever form this definite prohibition 
may be given. 

g. éyd] The pronoun represents either humanity at large (Gal. 
iv, 1 sq.), here personified (comp. 1 Cor. iv, 6); or the individual, so far as 

from the incapacity of infancy or from external circumstances he could 

be said to have passed through this earlier stage, when he did not know 

the law. To St Paul himself the circumstances would apply less than to 

any man living. 

%tev] The life here spoken of is not spiritual life, for the awakening 
of the conscience, the conviction of sin, is a condition of this; but the 

freedom, the carelessness, which does not paralyse the will, nor trouble 

the soul. It is the Greek temper, or the temper of a child. 
11, é€nmdrycév pe] A reference to the temptation of Adam and Eve, 

when the first divine precept appears. The nature of the deception 

practised may be ascertained from the narrative in Genesis: where it 

was at once negative ‘Ye shall not surely die,’ and positive ‘Your eyes 

shall be opened and ye shall be as gods.’ So throughout the ages sin 

makes a double promise to her victims; first, that no evil consequences 

will ensue; secondly, that their view of life will be enlarged and that on 

this increased knowledge will follow increased happiness. The same 

word é£ararav is used by St Paul in two other passages where he speaks 
of the temptation of our first parents (2 Cor. xi. 3, 1 Tim. ii. 14). 

12. 6 pév vépos] should have been followed by 7 6€ duapria; but the 
digression which ensues upon the introduction of the word a¢ya6) wrecks 

the sentence. For the interrupted pe» compare Acts i. I, xxvi. 4, 

2 Cor. xii. 12, and Winer § lxiii. p. 720. 

dyla Kal Sixala Kal dyaby] “Ayia ‘holy,’ that is to say, having God’s 

sanction, coming from God; d:xaia ‘righteous,’ that it is in itself; dya67 

‘beneficent,’ this it is intended to be in its effects. On the last two words 

see the note on v. 7, and comp. 1 Thess. iii. 6 (with the note). 

14. o@dpkivos] On this word and its distinction from ocapxixés see the 
note on I Cor. iii. 1. Here capxixos might stand, but cdpxivos is stronger 

.and more emphatic. 

mempapévos| ‘so/d, and therefore its bond-slave (comp. vi. 16). ‘Sin is 

-my task-master, compelling me to do what I would not do of myself.’ 

15. 0d ywdoke] i.e. ‘I do it in blind obedience. Sin is so imperious a 
itask-master that he does not allow me time to think what I am doing’ 

‘This inference is explained in the next verse, ‘This must be so; otherwise 

I should not be doing what I hate, and omitting to do what I desire.’ 

16. e& 8«7A.] ie. ‘if at the very time that I do it, my better nature 
‘protests against it.’ 

wads] Not dyads (ver. 12), for this would not be in place here. 

17. yuvl 88] ‘this being so. ‘As we have arrived at this result that 

by my protest against my own actions I bear testimony to the goodness 

.of the law, then it follows from this’ etc. Both vuvi d¢ and ovxér are 
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logical rather than temporal: for viv in this sense comp. 1 Cor. v. II, 
vii. 14, xii. 18, 20; for odkére Rom. xi. 6, Gal. iii, 18. 

¥ évoucotoa ev euol] Xenophon Cyr. vi. 1. 41 dvo ydp, Epn, 3 Kipe, 

cadas tyo Woxds...00 yap 39 pla ye olca dpa dyaby ré dare Kal xaxy, od’ dpa 

Kaday re Kal alaxpav epywv épa cal radra Gua Bovderai re kal od Bovderat, 

Plato Phedrus 14, p. 237 D tiuay év éxdor@ dv0 twé éorov i8éa Epyovre Kai 

ayovre...7 pev Eupuros ote embupia pBovdy, Gddy S€ émixryros S6fa, edrewéry 

tod dpicrov xt... Respubl. iv. 12, p. 436, iv. 14, p. 439. 

18. oi8a yap] ‘Sin, I say, is the indweller: for I am conscious by 

experience that it is not good which thus dwells in me.’ 

év uol] ‘2 me’; ‘When I say me, 1 mean my flesh. For my better 

self is at war with this indweller.’ 

7d yap Gdev] The yap explains of6a above. Td kadév is to be supplied 
after 6éAew, a fact not clearly brought out in the A. V. 

mwapdkerrar] ‘2s present, 7s available’: ‘1 can summon the will to my 
aid when I want, but not the performance.’ 

o¥] SC. mapakecrar; the received text substitutes ovx evpioxw, doubtless 

a grammatical gloss, and lacking in force. 

21. tév vépov] here has nothing to do with the Mosaic Law (as 

Fritzsche II. p. 57 and others take it). It is ‘the law of my being.’ 

‘Experience teaches me that this is habitually the case; that the 

phenomena recur.’ 

épol, énol] i.e. ‘my better self, my true personality,’ repeated for the 

sake of emphasis. 

22. cvviSopnar ydp] ‘for while I rejoice with’ etc.; in classical Greek 

the sentence would be introduced with pév. For cuvjdoua ro vouw we 

may compare such expressions as 1 Cor. xiii. 6 ovyyxaipes 77 dAnOeia, 

Phil. i. 27 cuvabdobvres tH wicres Tob evayyeXiov, 2 Tim. i. 8 ovyxaxomabyoov 

T@ evayyedio, 3 Joh. 8 cuvepyoi 77 dAnOeiqa, where, as here, the preposition 
governs the case. 

vépo] The different senses in which vopos is used in this passage 

must be carefully distinguished. First, there is the comprehensive law 

of my being, which includes the two antagonistic principles (ver. 21 
evpicxa Tov vopov). Then these two principles are considered and 

described from an objective and a subjective standpoint. The good 

principle is called objectively ‘the law of God’ (ver. 22 r@ vopq rot cod), 

subjectively ‘the law of my mind, of my rational nature’ (ver. 23 76 vdpo 

Toi vods pov); the wrong principle is termed objectively ‘the law of sin’ 

(ver. 23 TO vépe tis duaprias), subjectively ‘the law in my limbs’ (ver. 23 

TO dvre ev rois pédeoiv pov). ‘It is the law of my being that these two 

opposing laws should be in constant conflict in me.’ ‘O vdpos rod Gcod is 
used here with a special reference to the Mosaic Law (as in wv. 12, 14, 16), 

but it is more comprehensive than, and not confined to, this idea. 

kad, tov trw dvepwmov] i.e. ‘the hidden man, my very self, my true 

personality’; comp. 2 Cor. iv. 16, Eph. iii. 16. It denotes that part of 
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me which holds communication with the divine, which is immortal and 

free from the accidents of external circumstances. 

23. & 7 vépo Tis dpaprias] This law is the same with éZrepov vépov 
év rois pédeoly pov, So that év éaur@ might have stood, But the metaphor 

is diversely applied. The vdyos is first the victor who takes the captives 
{aixpadwrifovra), and secondly, the chain which binds them (this is the 

force of évy, comp. Eph. vi. 20, Philem. 10). For such variations of 

metaphor in St Paul see on 1 Thess. ii. 7; and for a similar repetition of 

the substantive comp. Acts iii. 16 nal rH mioret rod ovdpatos avroi... 

éorepéwoev TO Ovopa avrod. 
24. & Tod odparos rod Oavdrov rotrov] The sense would be simple if 

rovrov could be taken with odparos, but the order of words is against this 

connexion. Combining therefore rovrov with @avarov, we must explain 

gépa by the preceding phrases év ry capxi (ver. 18), év Trois pédeaoiv pov 
(ver. 23), of the actual body, regarded as the seat of evil passions, and 

thus as an antagonistic power to the law of God. Tod davarov rovrov may 

mean either ‘ of this death’ which St Paul has described (e.g. ver. 13), or 

‘of this death everywhere present’; the former interpretation being on 

the whole the more probable. The whole phrase then will signify, ‘the 
body in which this death finds a lodgment.’ Though adya is to be 

taken literally, @avaros on the other hand is figurative, implying not 

physical, but moral death. 
25. xdpis S& 7 Ged ur.X.] This thanksgiving comes out of place. 

But St Paul cannot endure to leave the difficulty unsolved ; he cannot 

consent to abandon his imaginary self to the depths of this despair. 

Thus he gives the solution parenthetically, though at the cost of 

interrupting his argument. 

dpa obv] ‘20 sum up then, 
atrds éyd] ‘J of myself, i.e. ‘I by myself, I left alone, I without Christ.’ 

The converse appears in Gal. ii. 20 (@ dé ovkérs éyd Cy dé ev euol Xpioros. 
Otherwise we must suppose that avros éyo refers only to the first clause, 
that in fact we have a confusion of two forms, avrés ¢ya Bovdevo vopno 

@cod 7 dé cdpé «7A. and (omitting adrés éyd) rd pév vot Bovretdo voue 
cod 77 dé capi «.7.A.—in other words that r@ pev vot is an epexegesis of 
avros éyo and that the insertion of the nev has changed the form of the 

sentence. It is however better to take avrés here in the sense of ‘alone’; 

and though this interpretation is hardly borne out by the usage of adrés 

éys in St Paul (eg. ix. 3, xv. 14, 2 Cor. x. I, xii. 13), we must remember 

that elsewhere the Apostle is speaking of himself personally, not as the 

typical man, and therefore the interpretation would not be applicable. 
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CHAPTER I. 

1. Ilatdos] The Apostle abstains from associating any other name 

with his own, because he is writing a circular letter, from which all 

personal matters are excluded. No argument therefore can be drawn 
against the synchronism of the three Epistles from the fact that Timothy 

is mentioned in the opening of the Epistles to the Colossians and to 

Philemon, but not here. The only other letter addressed to any church 

in which St Paul’s name stands thus alone is the Epistle to the Romans. 

For the general parallel between the Epistles to the Romans and 

Ephesians with respect to motive and destination, see Biblical Essays, 
pp. 388, 395 sq. For the chronological order of the Epistles of the 

Captivity see Phiippzans, p. 30sq. and on the circular character of the 

Ephesian letter, Bzblical Essays, p. 377 sq. 
Xpicrot “Incot] In all those Epistles which St Paul commences in 

this way (Rom., 1 Cor., 2 Cor., Phil., Col. 1 Tim., 2 Tim., Tit.), the 

authorities vary between Xpiorod "Inoov and “Incod Xpiorod. On the 

whole it seems probable that the Apostle was uniform in his mode of 

designation, ‘an Apostle’ or ‘a servant of Christ Jesus.’ The variations 
would then be due to the fact that the other order is much more usual 

elsewhere, though not in this particular connexion. The amount of 

authority on either side differs very considerably in the different 
passages. 

Sia OeAvjparos k.t.A.] ie. ‘by God’s grace, not by individual merit.’ 

The other antithesis which the expression might suggest, ‘by God’s 

appointment, not by self-assumed title,’ or ‘by human authority,’ is 

inappropriate here, as there is no polemical bearing in the context. See 

the note on Col. i. 1. 
trois dylois] ‘to the saznts, i.e. to the consecrated people of God, the 

holy race under the new dispensation: see the note on Phil. i. 1. On 

this form of address, as a chronological mark in St Paul’s Epistles, see 

the note on Col. i. 2. 
& ’Edécw] That copy of the circular letter which was addressed to 

the Ephesians is here given. See Biblical Essays, p. 377 sq. 
moots] ‘faithful, i.e. trustworthy, stedfast. The word has here its 
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passive force. The active sense ‘believing’ would add nothing to the 

foregoing dytows. The words morois «7A. do not limit the persons 

addressed, but express the charitable assumption that all those into 

whose hands the letter will fall are true to their allegiance. See the 

notes on Col. i. 2. 

w Xpiorg] For the expression ‘stedfast (meords) in Christ,’ ‘in the 

Lord,’ comp. 1 Cor. iv. 17, and see the note on Col. i. 2. 

2. xdpts dpiv rd.) See the note on 1 Thess. i. 1. 

3. etdoynrés «.r.A.] The Apostle begins as usual with a thanks- 

giving, which however in this instance takes a more general form, 

corresponding to the character and destination of the letter, and expands 
gradually into its main theme. In expression too it differs from St 
Paul’s ordinary type. For the more usual evyapiora, evyaptorobper, k.7-A., 
he substitutes evAoynrés... Inood Xpiorod, which form he employs else- 

where only in 2 Corinthians (i. 3). It is copied by St Peter (1 Pet. i. 3), 

this being the first of several coincidences which St Peter’s First Epistle 
presents to this Epistle of St Paul. 

The opening salutation in the letter of Ignatius to the Ephesians 

shows the influence of St Paul’s letter, in the following expressions: 77 

edAroynpevy, TAnpepart, TH Mpowpiopery mpd aldvav, eis dd£ay, exNeheypevyy ev 

OeAjpatt Too marpos, év duopm xapa, and lower down (§ 1) evAoynrés 6 

Xapiodpevos vpiv. 

eddoynris K.7.A.] ‘Blessed ts the God. Throughout the New Testament 
evNoyntos is said only of God, while evdoynpévos is used of men; eg. 

Luke i. 42 evdAoynuévn od év yuvarkiv, but ver. 68 evAoynros Kupios 6 Geds. 

Hence in Mark xiv. 61 6 evAoynros is used absolutely as a synonym for 

‘God’ in accordance with Jewish usage, which adopted the formula ‘the 

Holy One, Blessed is He,’ to avoid pronouncing the Sacred Name (see 

Schéttgen on Rom. ix. 5). This limitation of evAoynros to God is 

commonly, though not universally, observed in the LXx. also, where for 

every ten examples in which it is applied to God, it is used once only of 
men. The exceptions are Gen. xii. 2 (v.1.), Deut. vii. 14, Ruth ii. 20, 

1 Sam. xv. 13, xxv. 33. The same distinction appears also in the 

expressions of Ignatius quoted above, evAoynpévy, evAoyntés. In Maré. 

Polyc. 14 eddoynros is said of Our Lord. This distinction of usage arises 

from the distinction of meaning in the two words: for, while evAoynpeévos 
points to an isolated act or acts, evAoynrés describes the intrinsic 
character. Comp. Philo de Migr. Aér. 19 (1. p. 453), who, commenting 

on Gen. xii. 2 (where he reads evAoynrés, but where A has evAoynpevos), 

writes evAoynros, ov povov evroynpévos’ TO peév yap Tats Tav wokd@y Sofas 

re kal hyjpats mapapOpetrar, To 5é TS mpds dAnOevav evhoyyntG* Somwep yap ro 
émawerdy elvar Tou emaweiobar Siahéper kara TO Kpeirrov, TO wey yap TO 

mrepuxevar Td dé 7G voices Oat A€yerat povor, pars dé 7 devdijs Soxjoews oxupa- 
Tepov, olTws Kai Td evAoyeio Oa mpos dvOpdrray, Smep Hv, eis evAoyiay ayeaOat 

Si8ackdpevoy TS mehuxeva edroyias a£tov, xal dv wavres novydfwot, Kpeirroy, 
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drep evdoynrév ev rois xpnopois dderat, where the text is apparently corrupt 

and at all events ré evAoyeioa: should be changed into rot etdoyeiodat. 
Hence, where we have evAoynrés, as here, the sentence should probably 

be taken as affirmative, not imperative : e.g. contrast Ps. cxviii (cxix). 12 

edroynrés ef, Kipue, with 2 Chron. ix. 8 €or Kupuos 6 @cds cou evroynpévos 

and Job i, 21, Ps. cxiii (cxii), 2 ei 1d Svoua Kuplov evdoynpévor. 

Winer (Gramm. § Ixiv. p. 733) quotes such passages as these in favour of 

supplying et or gore, rather than éoriy here; but for the reason stated 

they tell against him. It expresses a thanksgiving for an actual fact, not a 

prayer for a contingent result. In other words God is blessed, as being 

the absolute and proper object of blessing : Theod. Mops. evAoynrés dvri 
tov émawveicOa Kat OavpdterOa afios (Cramer, Caz. p. 104). 

6 @eds K.7.d.] ‘the God and Father of our Lord’ etc.: comp. Rom. 
xv. 6, 2 Cor. i. 3, xi. 31. From the time of the fathers it has been 

questioned whether rod Kupiov is dependent on ©¢ds as well as on zarnp. 

The question is entertained by Chrysostom, Jerome, Theodore of 

Mopsuestia (Cram. Cav. p. 104), and others. It is most natural to regard 

the two substantives as linked together by the vinculum of the common 

article; and in this passage we are confirmed in preferring this con- 

struction by the fact that the first predication is made separately lower 

down : ver. 17 6 Qeds rod Kupiou nuav x.t.A. The whole phrase will then 

correspond to another expression, which occurs several times in St Paul, 

6 Geds kai waTIp jyav, Gal. i. 4, 1 Thess. i. 3, iii, 11, 13. We are thus 
reminded of our Lord’s words in John xx. 17 ‘I ascend unto my Father and 

your Father, and to my God and your God.’ On the sense in which the 

Father can be said to be the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, see below, on 

ver. 17. 
6 etdoyyjous K.7.A.] ‘who blessed us, i.e. when He called us to Himself 

in Christ. The point of time contemplated in the tense here is not the 

conception of the purpose in the Eternal Mind, but the actual fulfilment 
of that purpose in the call of the believers. This is the force of the 
following xaéws, ‘4s He selected us in His eternal counsels, s0, when 

the time came, He called us to the blessings of the Gospel’: comp. 

Rom. viii. 30 obs 5¢ mpodpicev, rovrous kal éxddecev. The active edrAoyyoas 
corresponds to the passive evAoyyrés. It is a case of reciprocation,, The 

dispenser of blessings has a right to receive blessings. So we have 

conversely, Is, Ixv. 16 edAoynOjoerat emt ris yis, evAoyyooucs yap Tév Oedv 

ddnOwév. There is however this difference in the two cases, that whereas 
our blessings are confined to words, His extend to deeds. It is not that 

evdoyeiy itself has two distinct meanings ; but that with God every word 
is a fiat. Hence, when used of God, or of one who is armed with the 
authority of God, edAoyeiv is not merely ‘to speak well of’ but ‘to do well 

to.’ 
év wéoy K.t.\.] For the preposition see Zest. vit. Patr., Joseph. 18 

eddoynoe. ev dyadois els aidvas. Compare such expressions as perpeiv ev 
Hérpq, ddifew év ddari, and see Winer, § xlviii. p. 485. 
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mvevparicf] The character of the blessing corresponds to the sphere 

of the recipient. He is a citizen of heaven, and therefore his privileges 

are spiritual. The carnal promises of the Old Covenant are exchanged 

for the spiritual of the New. There is no promise here of material 

blessings. The Christian has no right to expect such; for this is no 

part of God’s covenant with him. 

av rots éroupavlos] ‘77 the heavenly places. The same expression, ra 
émovpdma, occurs in four other places in this Epistle (i. 20, ii. 6, iii. 10, 

vi. 12) in this sense, but not elsewhere in the New Testament with quite 

the same meaning (e.g. John iii. 12, Heb. ix. 23). The words would 

naturally be connected with evdAoyjoas; and this obvious connexion is 

doubtless correct. The believer, in the language of this Epistle, has 

been already seated in heaven with Christ (ii. 6). He is an alien upon 

earth, but a citizen of God’s kingdom (ii. 19). There is his modérevpa 

(Phil. iii. 20), There consequently he enjoys his privileges and receives 

his blessings. The heaven, of which the Apostle here speaks, is not 

some remote locality, some future abode. It is the heaven which lies 

within and about the true Christian. See especially the notes on 
Col. i. 13, iii. 1sq. The promise under the Old Covenant was prosperity, 

increase, blessing, émi rijs ys (e.g. Is. Ixv. 16), but under the New it is év 

Tots érovpaviots. 
év Xpior] i.e. ‘by virtue of our incorporation in, our union with, 

Christ.’ As God seated us in heaven ‘in Christ’ (ii. 6), so also He 

bestowed His blessings upon us there in Him. In the threefold 

repetition of the same preposition here, we may say roughly that at the 

first occurrence it is instrumental (ev waoy evAoyia), at the second local 

(év rois érovpavios), at the third mystical (év Xpuorg). We are united 

to God zz Christ; so united we dwell zz heavenly places ; so dwelling we 

are blessed 2 all spiritual blessings. 

4. Kads] ‘according as.’ The bestowal of blessings was the fulfil- 

ment, the realization, of the election in the eternal counsels of God. On 

this word see the note on Gal. iii. 6. : 

&€edékaro] ‘chose us out for Himself? The word involves three ideas : 
(1) the telling over (Aéyew); (2) the rejection of some and the accept- 

ance of others (ex); (3) the taking to Himself (middle voice). The 

éxdoyy here is not election to final salvation, but election to the sonship in 
Christ and the privileges of the Gospel; see the note on the use of the 
words in St Paul on Col. iii. 12. 

& aird] i.e. €v Xpicr@. In God’s eternal purpose the believers are 

contemplated as existing in Christ, as the Head, the Summary, of the 

race. The exdoy} has no separate existence, independently of the 

éxdextés (Luke ix. 35, xxiii. 35). The election of Christ involves 

implicitly the election of the Church. 

mpd KaraBodts K.T-A.] i.e. ‘from all eternity.” Comp. John xvii. 24, 
1 Pet. i. 20. So elsewhere, dwé xaraBorjjs koopov (e.g. Heb. iv. 3, ix. 26). 

Neither phrase occurs in any other passage of St Paul. 



I. 5.] EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 313 

aylous x.7.4.] The same two adjectives are combined, v. 27, Col. i. 22. 
They involve a sacrificial metaphor. The first word dyious denotes the 

consecration of the victim; the second dudpous its fitness for this 
consecration. The meaning of the latter in the Hellenistic dialect is 

slightly changed from its classical sense. It signifies rather ‘ without 

blemish’ than ‘without d/ame.’ This more definite sense it owes to the 
fact that papos is adopted in the Lxx. as the rendering of the similarly 

sounding Hebrew word D1 ‘a blemish,’ just as oxyyy becomes the 
recognized equivalent of Shechinah (A3°DW). Hence dyepos is most 
commonly used in the Lxx. (e.g. Exod. xxix. 1, Lev. i. 3, 10, iii. 1, 6, 9, 

etc.) to denote victims which are without fault or blemish, as required by 

the law. So too, Heb. ix. 14 éavréy rpoojveyxer Guopoy rd Ged, I Pet. i. 19 

tipl@ aipare ds duvod duspov kal dowidov Xpiorod : comp. Philo de Profug. 3 

(I. p. 548) réXeva kat Gywpa iepeia ai dperai, de Cherub. 25 (I. p. 154) 

dpapov kal kdAducrov lepciov oivet TH OcG, Quzs rer. div. her. 23 (I. p. 489) 

dows re nal Zuwpa rédecd 7 ad Kal dAdKAnpa, etc.; Test. x22. Patr. Jos. 19 

e& aris mpondOev duvos dpapos. 
Karevomiov avtod] ‘27 the sight of Him, i.e. ‘of God’; see the note on 

Col. i. 22. God Himself is thus regarded as the great pwpooxomos, who 
inspects the victims and takes cognizance of the blemishes; comp. 

Philo de Agric. 29 (I. p. 320) rivas Sei cai dcous én’ avrd TovTO xeEtporovery 

TO épyor, ovs émor popoakdmous Gvopafovowy, iva dupa Kal dowh mpoodynrat 

T@ Bop@ ra iepeia, Polyc. Phil. 4 ywookovoas Gri eioiv Ovotacrnpiov Oeod, 

kai 8rt mavra popockoretrat kat AéAnOev avrov ovdev x.7A. See also the 

note on Clem. Rom. 41 papockomnbev. 

év dydap] to be taken with the preceding dyious kal dudpovs: comp. 
Clem. Rom. 50 wa &y dydmn evpeOapev diya mpockdicews dyOpwrivns 

dpopot. So too Jude 24 duopous év dyaddidoet, 2 Pet. iii, 14 dudpnror...ev 

eipjvy. The words éev dydmy stand after the clause to which they belong, 
as below, iv. 2, 15, 16, v. 2 (perhaps also iii, 18), Col. ii. 2, 1 Thess. v. 13 

(comp. 1 Tim. iv. 12, 2 Tim. i. 13). The general usage of St Paul seems 

therefore to be almost decisive as regards the connexion. Holding this 

position, love is emphasized as the fulfilment of the law, the totality of 

Christian duty. Otherwise the words éy dyamy have been connected 

either with (1) é£eA¢£aro, which is too far distant, or (2) with mpoopicas, in 
which case the emphasis is hardly explicable. In the two latter con- 
nexions the dydy would be God’s love as shown in His predestination or 

election. The different connexions are discussed by the early patristic 

commentators. 
5. mpooptoas] Giving the reason of e£ehéfaro, ‘seeing that He had 

foreordained us’; comp. Rom. viii. 29 ods mpoéyva, kal mpodpirey oup- 

péphous rijs eixdvos Tov viod avrod, 30 obs dé mpodpicev, rovrous kat éxddecer. 
Here mpoopicas is prior to é&edééaro; but prior only in conception, for 
in the eternal counsels of God, to which both words alike refer, there is 
no before or after. The word mpoopitew ‘to predetermine,’ wherever it 
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occurs in the New Testament, refers to the eternal counsels of God; 

comp. ver. 11, Acts iv. 28, Rom. viii. 29, 30, 1 Cor. ii: 7; see also Ignat. 

Ephes. inscr. It is not found in the LXxX., nor apparently in any writer 

before St Paul. In Demosth. p. 877 it is a false reading. The substan- 

tive mpoopicpos however appears in a work wrongly ascribed to Hip- 
pocrates, Og. I. p. 79 (ed. Kiihn). 

vioberlay] ‘adoption, not ‘sonship,’ which would be vidéryra. Christ 

alone, the povoyenjs, 2s Son by nature; we decome sons by adoption and 

grace. Thus viofecia never loses its proper meaning: see the note on 

Gal. iv. 5. The full adoption however can only be then (at the end of 

the ages) when the bondage of corruption, the bondage of the flesh, is 

ended and we are called to the liberty of sons. In this sense we look 

forward to it still, Rom. viii. 23 vioOeciay dmexdexopevot THY dmoAUTpooW 

Tod TepaTos Nuay. 

Std. Incot Xpieros] We become sons through incorporation into the 

Sonship of Christ; see Gal. iii. 26, iv. 6, 7, and especially Heb. ii. 10 sq. 

els atrov] to be connected with viodeciar, ‘adoption unto Him,’ i.e. to 

God the Father, ‘as His sons’ As d:a describes the channel, so eis 

expresses the goal; comp. I Cor. viii. 6 els Qeds 6 warnp...xat jpeis eis 

atrév: Kal els Kuptos “Incovs Xpiords...xal npeis Se’ adrov. So John xiv. 6 

‘No man cometh to the Father but through Me.’ For the personal 

pronoun avrdv, used where we should expect the reflexive éavrdv, when 

referring to the principal subject of the clause, see the note on Col. i. 20. 

The contracted férm of the reflexive pronoun adréy, which some editors 

would introduce here, has no place in the Greek Testament. 

kara THY evSoKlav] ‘27 accordance with the purpose.” For the various 
meanings of evdoxia see the note on Phil. i. 15. Here it has the sense 
of ‘purpose’ rather than of ‘benevolence,’ so that the whole phrase 

corresponds tO xara ryv Bovdny rod GeAjparos avrod ver. 11. The word 

«vdoxia, of which the central idea is ‘satisfaction,’ will only then mean 

‘benevolence’ when the context points to some person fowards whom 
the satisfaction is felt (comp. Matt. iii. 17 év @ eddoxnoa). Otherwise the 
satisfaction is felt in the action itself, so that the word is used absolutely, 

and signifies ‘good-pleasure, in the sense of ‘desire,’ ‘purpose,’ 
‘design.’ 

6. es] The end of redemption, as of all creation and all history, is 
the praise and glory of God. This same phrase els émrawwoy (rijs) Soéns is 
twice again repeated in the context, vv. 12, 14, as if the Apostle could not 

too strongly reiterate this truth. As ‘thanksgiving’ is the crowning duty 

and privilege of man (see the notes on Col. i. 12, ii. 7, iii. 15, etc.), so 

‘praise’ is the ultimate right of God. 
8éEys] i.e. ‘the magnificent display,’ ‘the glorious manifestation.’ 

For this sense of dd€a see the notes on Col. i. 11, 27. 

Tis xdpitos adrod] ‘Ais grace, i.e. ‘His free gift, ‘His unearned and 
unmerited bounty.’ Herein lies the magnificence, the glory, of God’s 
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work of redemption, that it has not the character of a contract, but of a 

largess. The word points to the central conception of St Paul’s 

teaching on redemption; see the note on Col. i. 6. It occupies a very 
prominent place in this Epistle. The Apostle is not satisfied with once 

using the expression here, but he repeats it again in the next verse with 
greater emphasis, ‘the wealth of His grace.’ Even this strong phrase is 
inadequate to express his whole mind, and, when he recurs to the 

subject, he employs language stronger still, ii. 7 ‘the surpassing wealth 

of His grace.’ Twice over in the same context he declares parenthetically 

to his readers that ‘by grace they are saved,’ ii. 5, 8; three times in the 

same context, when he is speaking of his own work and mission, he 

reminds himself that it was an act of God’s ‘grace bestowed upon him,’ 

iii. 2, 7, 8. 

Ws xaplrocev «.1.A.] ‘which He graciously bestowed upon us, where is 
stands by attraction for 4», the cognate accusative; comp. iv. 1 ris 
KAjoeas is exAnOnre, 2 Cor. i. 4 did ths mapakAnoews As mapakadotpeda 
avroi, where the constructions are precisely similar, and see Winer, 
§ xxiv. p. 203. The various reading év 7 has inferior support, and is 

obviously a scribe’s correction of 7s for the sake of greater clearness. 

The word yaprroty signifies ‘to bestow grace upon,’ ‘to endow with 

grace’; and, as the prominent idea in ydpes may be either (1) the 

objective bestowal, ‘the free gift,’ ‘the gracious favour, or (2) the 
subjective endowment and appropriation, ‘ gracefulness,’ ‘ well-favoured- 

ness,’ ‘attractiveness,’ so the verb may have two corresponding meanings. 

Chrysostom takes the latter sense, interpreting it érepdorous émoincey, 

€mixaptras émoinoev, and he is followed by others. But this meaning 
would draw us off from the leading idea of the passage, which is the 

unmerited bounty of God. It is better therefore to adopt the former 
sense, in which case yapirody xdpw will be a stronger expression for 

xapiterOar yapw (which occurs e.g. Eurip. and Lycurg. ¢. Leocr. 

§ 100, Isocr. ¢c. Demon. § 31), the greater strength being due to the 

termination which, as in ypvooty, etc, denotes ‘to overlay, to cover, 

with favour.’ The word is used elsewhere in both senses : (1) ‘to bestow 

favour on,’ ‘to be gracious to,’ as here; Zest. x7z Patr., Jos. 1 év 
pudaxy qyunv Kal 6 certip éxapirwcé we, and so probably Luke i. 28 yaipe, 
xexapiropévy: (2) ‘to endow with graces,’ ‘to render attractive,’ Ps. xvii. 26 
(Symm.) perd rov xeyaptropévou yapirobyon, Ecclus. xviii. 17 (LXX.) dvdpi 

kexapirwpév@, Clem. Alex. Ped. iii. 11 (p. 302) drdarpefov rov dpOahpov 
dé yuvaikés keyaptropévns (a loose quotation of Ecclus. ix. 8, where the 
word is evpéppov in the text). This second sense naturally prevails 
in the passive voice, where the bestower of the grace is lost sight of. 

& +6 Hyarnpéve] God, when He gave us His ‘ Beloved,’ gave us all 
graces with Him; if He withheld not His Son, there is nothing which He 

will withhold ; Rom. viii. 32 és ovx! cal ody avT@ 1a wavra Huiv xapicerat ; 

The expression 6 jyamnpévos is unique in the New Testament. See 
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however Ps. xxviii. 6 (LXx.), Is. v. 1. It occurs in the Apostolic Fathers 

more than once of our Lord: Ignatius Smyrx. inscr. @eod marpos kai rod 

jyamnpévov *Incod Xpiorod, Clem. Rom. 59 rot #yamnpévou waidds avrod, Tob 

Ryannpévov watdés cov, and, as here, without a substantive, Zpzs¢. Barnad. 

3 bv yrolpacey ev ro yannpevp atrot, 26. 4 wa raxdvn 6 yamnpévos 

avrov. This title ‘Dilectus’ is the common designation of the Messiah 

in the Ascensio Isaiae, e.g. i. 4, 5, 7, 13, iii, 13, 17, 18, iv. 3, 6, etc. 

7. ¥xopev] There is a various reading goyouev here, as in the 
parallel passage, Col. i. 14. It is more probable however that éoxopey 

should stand in the text there, than here: see Colossdans, p. 251. 

miv drohitpwcy] It is a ransom, a redemption, from the captivity to 
sin. See the note on Col. i. 14, where the metaphor is enforced by the 

context. So Origen here ; ’ArodUrpwots 7) AUrpoots yiveras réy alypaldrov 
kal yevouevov tnd tois wodeplois* yeydvapev dé Ud Tois odepulos, TS 
dpxovre tov aidvos ravrov Kal rais vm’ adrév movnpais duvapecw...edaxev ody 6 

Lwrip ro Umép yuav AUrpov K.7.A. The awodvrpwors may be twofold: (1) It 

may be zzitzal and immediate, the liberation from the consequences of 

past sin and the inauguration of a new and independent life, as here; 
so Rom. iii. 24, 1 Cor. i. 30, Col. i. 14, Heb. ix. 15; or (2) freture and 

Jinal, the ultimate emancipation from the power of evil in all its forms, as. 

in Luke xxi. 28 éyyife: 1 dmodvtpwots vuov, Rom. viii. 23 viodeciar 

drexdexopevot, THY dmoAUTpwow Tod caparos joy; comp. Heb. xi. 35. In 

this latter sense it is used below, ver. 14, and iv. 30 eis qyépay dmo- 

Avrpdoews. 

8a Tod alparos «.7.A.] This is the ransom-money, the Avrpoyv (Matt. 

xx. 28, Mark x. 45), or dyridurpov (I Tim. ii. 6), comp. Tit. ii. 14; the 

price ti (1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23) for which we were bought. This 

teaching is not confined to St Paul and the Pauline Epistle to the Hebrews, 

but is enunciated quite as emphatically by St Peter (1 Pet. i. 18, 19. 

Adurpdénte...tyuio aipare ds duvod dudyov «7.A.) and St John (Rev. v. 9 

qyépacas 7H Och ev TG aipari gov: comp. i. 5, vii. 14). So also Clem. 

Rom. 12 dia rot aiparos rod Kupiou Nitpwats tora, wacw Tois TioTEvovo 

KX. 

viv abeorw «.7.A.] See the note on Col. i. 14. 

kata 7d tAotTos K.t.X.] The large ransom paid for our redemption is 

a measure of the wealth of God’s bounty: comp. ii. 7 ro vmepBadXov 

movros Tis xapiros avTov év xpyoréryTe x.T.A. (Comp. iii. 8), Rom. ii. 4 

Tov mAovrou Tis xpnotéryTos avrov. For the neuter rd mAodros, which has. 

the highest support here and which St Paul uses interchangeably with 

the masculine 6 mAotros, see the note on Col. i. 27. 

Tis xdptros] See the note on ver. 5. 
8. As émeplooeveey] ‘which He made to abound’ It is perhaps best 

to take mepiooevew transitively, as in 2 Cor. iv. 15, ix. 8, and 1 Thess. iii. 
12 (where see the note). Hence the passive wepiooevdeo@a, which is. 

correctly read in Luke xv. 17; comp. 1 Cor. viii. 8 (v.L). In this case gs 
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will stand for #» by attraction : see the note on ver. 6. The construction 
mepiooevew twos however is quite possible; as in Ignat. Pol, 2 mavris 
Xapioparos mepioaedns, Luke xv. 17 (v. lL). For mepuocevtew els comp. 
Rom. v. 15, 2 Cor. i. 5, ix. 8. 

év mdoy oodle «.7.A.] ‘272 all wisdom and prudence. These are the 
attributes not, as some take it, of God the dispenser, but of the Christians 

the recipients. This will appear from several considerations. (1) The 

predication, thus elaborate and definite, would be an unmeaning truism, as 

applied to God. It differs wholly in character from 7 woAvmoixidos copia 

tov @cov iii. 10, which is quite appropriate. (2) The main idea in the 

context is the knowledge with which the Christian is endowed, yvwpicas 
july TO pvornptov x.7.A. (See the note on these words). (3) The parallel 
passage, Col. i. 9 a mAnpwdire ry emiyvwow rod Oedjparos avrod év macy 

codig kai cuvécet«.t.X., points very decidedly in this direction. See also 
Col. iii. 16 év mdoy copia. Indeed it is in strict accordance with the 

general tenour of this and the companion Epistle to the Colossians, in 

which the higher knowledge of the Christian occupies a conspicuous 
place; comp. e.g. ver. 17 below, and see Colossians, p. 98 sq. with the 

notes on Col. i. 9, 18, ii. 3, and on Philem. 6. 

coplq Kal dpovijoa] ‘wisdom and prudence’ While codia is the 
insight into the true nature of things, gpévncts is the ability to discern 

modes of action with a view to their results : while codia is theoretical, 

pdvnots is practical: comp. Prov. x. 23 7 6€ codia dvdpi rikree ppdynow. 
For this distinction see Aristot. £¢h. Nic. vi. 7 (p. 1141) } codia dori Kal 

emotypun Kal voids Tov Tiywwrdrer TH pioe...7 Se Ppovnats mept ta avOpomwa 

kal wept av ort Bovdedoar Gat (with the whole context), Eth. Magn. i. 35 
(p. 1197) 4 pev yap aodia earl wepi rd per’ drodei£ews Kal det doavras gvra, 

n O€ pornos ov mepi ratta ddda wept ra ev petaBodry Svra...mepi dé ra 
ouphépovrd eorw 4 pornos, 7 dé copia ov, Philo de Prem. et Pen. 14 
(II. p. 421) Boia péev yap mpos Gepdreay Geov, Ppdrnars b€ mpds avOpwmivoy 

Biov Swiknow, Plut. Mor. p. 443 F ro pev mepi ro amdés Eyota povoy 

émotnpovixoy Kat Oewpytixdy éott, TO b€ ev Tois mds Eyovor mpos pas 
Bovdevurixdv kal wpaxtixey’ dpery S€ rovrou pev 4 Hpdvyots, exeivou Se 4 copia 

«rd, Cic. OF i. 43 ‘Princeps omnium virtutum est illa sapientia quam 
oopiay Graeci dicunt; prudentiam enim, quam Graeci dpévyow dicunt, 

aliam quandam intelligimus, quae est rerum expetendarum fugiendarum- 

que scientia: illa autem sapientia, quam principem dixi, rerum est 

divinarum atque humanarum scientia.’ See also the different accounts of 
the two words in [Plat.] Defiz. p. 411 D,414B. While codia was defined by 
the Stoics to be émurrjun Ociwr re kai avOpwriver (see the note on Col.i.9), 

the common definition of @pdvyots was éemotnpn dyabdv Kat Kaxov (Plut. 
Mor. 1066 D, Diog. Laert. vii. 92, Galen, Of. v. p. 595 Kiihn, Stob. Ec7, 

ii. 6, p. 103, Sext. Empir. p. 720). Thus the serpent in Genesis (iii. 1) and 
the unjust steward in the parable (Luke xvi. 8) are credited with a high 
degree of ppdynors, but they could hardly be called cogoi. On the other 
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hand God is never designated gpévipos in the New Testament, though 

pornorts is sometimes ascribed to Him in the Old (Prov. iii. 19, Jer. x. 12, 
where it is used in antithetical clauses to balance copia). The two words 

codia, ppdvnots (codes, Ppdmpos) occur together also 1 Kings iii. 12, 

iv. 29, Prov. i. 2, viii. 1, Dan. i. 17, ii. 21 (Theod.), 23 (LXx.), besides the 

instances already quoted. For the relation of codia to other words see 

the notes on Col. i. 9, ii. 3. 

9. yuploras] ‘2 that He made known. This explains and justifies 
the strong expression which has preceded, ev mdoy cogia «1A. The 

possession of the whole range of wisdom, theoretical and practical, was 

involved in the participation in this one mystery. Here is the great 

storehouse of all truth ; comp. Col. ii. 3 els émiyywow tov pvornpiov Tov 

@cov, Xpiorod, ev @ cio mavres of Onoavpoi ris copias Kal yudcews di6- 

xpudot, with the note. 

7} puoripiov] The subject of this mystery appears from the context. 

It is Christ as the Great Reconciler, not only of Jew and Gentile, but of 

heaven and earth. On the signification which this term more especially 

bears in the Epistles to the Colossians and Ephesians as implying the 

comprehensiveness, the universality, of the redemption in Christ, see the 
note on Col. i. 26. See also the same note for the general meaning of the 
term in St Paul, denoting ‘a truth which was once hidden but now 

is revealed.’ This meaning is brought out here by the participle yva- 
pioas. For the expression comp. Judith ii. 2 ro puotipioy ris Bovdjs 

avrov, where however it is used in a lower sense. 

kara, Tv «7.A.] To be connected not with rd pvorjpiov, but with 
yropicas ; comp. iil. 9 sq. rod pvornpiou Tov droxexpuppévov...iva yropic OA 

vov.,.cara mpodecw Tav aldvewy x.7.r., Col. i. 26 To puorypiov TO dmroKxexpup- 

pévor.,.viv b€ epavepady Tois dyiots adrod ois 7OéAnaev 6 Geds yrwpioat k.T.d. 

It is not the mystery itself, so much as the revelation of the mystery 

after God’s long reserve, which fills the Apostle’s mind with awe; see 

also Rom. xvi. 25. For evdoxiay ‘purpose, design,’ see the note on 

ver. 5. , 
mpoldero] ‘set before Himself,” and so ‘purposed, planned, not ‘pre- 

ordained’; comp. Rom. i. 13, iii. 25. The corresponding substantive 

mpoGeats occurs, of God’s eternal purpose, just below, ver. 11, also iii. 11, 

Rom. viii. 28, ix. 11, 2 Tim. i. 9, and of a human purpose, Acts xi. 23, 

xxvii. 13, 2 Tim. iii. 10. The preposition in this word is not temporal, as 

in mpo¢yve, mpowpirer, but local. In the expression dproe ris mpobécews 

(Matt. xii. 4) the preposition is obviously local ; and all usage points to a 

local meaning in the connexion in which it occurs here. The verb 
signifies sometimes ‘to propose,’ sometimes ‘to expose,’ but never ‘to fix 
beforehand.’ Its meaning is shown by its correspondence in meaning to 
mpoxeioOat, e.g. Arist. Zop. i. 1 (p. 100) 9 perv mpdbeots tis mpaypareias... 

kKard THY Tpoketperny mpaypareiay. 

& ard] i.e. ‘in Christ’; comp. ver. 4, iii. 11. This first év avré is an 



I. r0.} EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 319 

anticipation of the ¢v rq Xpiorg below, just as the second éy avr@ (ver. 

to) is a resumption of the same. The reading év avr@ (for ev éaur@) 

is quite inadmissible in the Greek Testament (see the note on eis avréy, 
ver. 5); but even if it could stand, it would yield an inferior sense. 

10, els olkovoplav] ‘for the carrying out of @ dispensation’; not ‘the 
dispensation,’ for the Apostle contemplates it, as it were, ab extva, as a 
thing hitherto unknown. On the two meanings of oikovopia, as (1) the 

system or method of administration, and (2) the office of an administrator 

or steward, see the note on Col. i. 25. Here it has the former sense. 

The same metaphor occurs in various relations elsewhere in the New 

Testament. God is the great oixodeomorys in not less than five parables 

(Matt. xiii. 27; Matt. xx. 1, 11; Matt. xxi. 33; Luke xiii. 25 ; Luke xiv. 

21); the Church is the household of God (oixos [rot] Geov, 1 Tim. iii. 15, 

Heb. iii. 2 sq., x. 21, 1 Pet. iv. 17); the believers are the members of this 

household (oikeio: rod Gcod, Ephes. ii. 19 ; comp. Gal. vi. 10); the ministers 

are the stewards or dispensers (ofxovouor, 1 Cor. iv. I sq. Tit. i. 7). 

Accordingly the mode or plan of administering it is called oikovopia, 

dispensatio. In the parable of the Unjust Steward (Luke xvi. 1 sq.) the 

steward seems to be regarded as a freeman ; in Luke xii. 42 sq. however 

the case is different (6 meoros oixovopos, 6 Ppdrpos, Ov KaTagTHOEL...paxdptos 

6 doddos exeivos x.7.A.), and this is the conception of his position adopted 
by St Paul in 1 Cor. ix. 17 ef yap éxdv rodro mpdooe, pic biv eyo: ef d€ dxav, 

oixovopiay memiorevpat, ‘1 am God’s slave entrusted with an important 

office: and a rigorous account will be required of me.’ The otkovdpor, 
‘villici,’ ‘actores,’ ‘dispensatores,’ of the ancients were generally slaves 

(Marquardt Rom. Alt. v. 1, p. 143, comp. Becker Charicles Ul. p. 23 sq.). 

The connexion of the different parts of the metaphor is illustrated 

by Ign. Ephes. 6 mavra ov méumet 6 oixodeororns eis idiav oikovopiay. 

But not only is the way paved for this application of the word in 

other applications of the metaphor by our Lord and His Apostles. 
The extended use of oixovozia in classical writers was also a further 

preparation. It had been commonly applied to the administration, more 

especially the financial administration, of a state, regarded as a great 

oixia (Aristot. Pod. iii. 14, p. 1285 domep 7 oixovopext Bactdela ris oixias 

éoriv, otras 7 Bacideia wodews Kal ZOvous évds fj wAEtéve@v oikovopia), to say 

nothing of other more remote uses (e.g. of military government, Polyb. 

vi. 12. 5; of the arrangement of topics in a speech or a poem or any 

other literary production, Dion. Hal. de Jsocr. 4, Quintil. Zusé. iii. 3, 
Aristot. Poet. 13; of the adjustment of the parts in a building, Vitruv. i. 2; 

of the diffusion of nourishment through the human body, Aretzeus, p. 305, 

ed. Kiihn; and of administration or of distribution generally). The 
Bactvcia tév ovpavav had also its own oixovopia, its system or plan of 

administration by which its goods—its gifts and graces—were ad- 

ministered and dispensed. The central feature of this system was the 

Incarnation and Passion of the Son. Viewed objectively, and with 
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regard to the Giver, this was a dispensation of grace: viewed subjectively, 
and with regard to the recipient, it was a dispensation of fadth (1 Tim. i. 4 

oixovopiay Qeod thy év miore). The ‘Word made flesh’ was the pivot of 

the world’s history, the key to the Divine administration of the universe. 
This was ‘the dispensation of the mystery which had been hidden from 
the beginning’ (iii. 9). Hence the fathers, starting from this application 
in St Paul, employ the word with a more and more direct and exclusive 

reference to the /ucarnation and its attending consequences, till at 

length it becomes a technical term of patristic theology with this 

meaning ; Ignat. Ephes. 18 exvopopy6n vo Mapias Kar otxovopiay [Gcod], 

comp. § 20 fis qpEduny olkovoplas eis roy Kawov dvOpwrov “Incotv Xpicrdy ; 

Justin Dial. 45 yevvn6jjvar capxoronbets vmeuewev iva dua tis oikovoplas 

KA. 120 Kata THY olkovopiay thy dia tis mapOévov (comp. c. 67, 103); 

Athenag. Suff/. 21 kav odpxa Geds xara Ociav oikovopiay AaBy ; Iren. I. 6. 1 
ard 8é ris olkovouias mepireOeicOar capa; 7b. I. 10, 3 THy...0lKovouiay rod 

Gcod tHy eri rH avOpwrornre yevouerny (comp. i. 7. 2, i. 14. 6, i. 15. 3); 

Origen c. Ceds. ii. 9 év yap pddtora pera ryyv olxovopiay yeyévyrat...4 uxt 
kat ro cGpa "Incod, 20. ii. 26 ris yap ay...dveSioa edivaro jpiv ext TG Tov "Incoby 

towadTa trapa TH oikovopig AeAaAnKévat ; 26, ii. 65 Aapaporépa yap THv oixovopiav 

redéoavros 1 Oevdrns Hv avrov; Clem. Alex. Strom. ii. 5 (p. 439) "Ioadk... 

TUrov evopevoy piv oikovopias cwrnpiov. So ata later date Theodoret can say, 

Dial. ii. (1V. p. 93) rav evavOpadmnow Tov cod Aoyou Kadovpev oixovopiay. 

Hence we often find 7 olxovouia used absolutely for ‘the Incarnation.’ 

Accordingly 1 ofxovozia is opposed to 7 Oedrns, when the human nature of 

Christ is contrasted with the Divine; e.g. Chrysost. ad 1 Cor. Hom. 

xxxix. (X. p. 368) dAAws, drav mepi tis Oedryros Siadéynrat povys, Pbéyyerar, 

kai érépws, Oray els Tov THs olkovopias eumécn Adyor. So also this same 

writer ad Matt. Hom. i. (vu. p. 6) says of the first three Evangelists in 

contradistinction to St John that 7 coud) yéyover rG rijs oikovopias évdia- 

tpiat Acym kal ra THs Oedtnros exwdivevey drocwmacba Sdypara. 

Similarly elsewhere OeoAoyia and oixovouia are opposed, as the two main 

divisions of theology in its wider sense, the former relating to the divine 

nature in itself, the latter to the incarnation and work of Christ, the 

dispensation in time; e.g. Greg. Naz. Orat. xxxvili. 8 (I. p. 668) ére py 

Oeodoyia 76 mpoxeipevoy jyiv add’ oixovopla. See Suicer, Thes. s.vv. Oeodoyia 

and oixovonia for examples. In this connexion the word is almost 

universally used by the fathers, where it occurs in a technical sense ; and 
of this usage we have the germ in this passage of St Paul. During the 

Monarchian and Patripassian controversies however it was for a short 

time invested with a wholly different meaning, which had no connexion 

with its use in St Paul. As povapyia was used to express the absolute 

unity of the Godhead, so olxovouia designated the relations of the Divine 
Persons in the Godhead; e.g. Tertull. adv. Prox. 2 ‘nihilominus custo- 

diatur oixovonias sacramentum, quae unitatem in trinitatem disponit,’ 

76. 8 ‘Ita trinitas per consertos et connexos gradus a patre decurrens et 
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monarchiae nihil obstrepit et olxovouias statum protegit,’ Hipp. c. Moet. 8 

Soov péev kara rH Svvapw els eare Geos, Scov dé Kara Thy oixovoulay TpLXis 7 

éniderkis ; comp. Tatian ad Grec. 5. On this point see especially Gass, 

Das patristische Wort oixovopia in Zettschr. f. Wiss. Theol. XVI. p. 478 sq. 
(1874). This application however was momentary and exceptional ; and 

does not disturb the main current of usage which runs continuously in 

the channel cut for it by St Paul. 

Tov wAnpdparos] ‘which belongs to, which was brought about in, che 
Julness’ etc. For the genitive expressing the time comp. Jude 6 eis 
kpiow peyaAns juépas : comp. Plat. Leg. i. p. 633C yetudvav avuTrodnoia 

kai dotpwcia (with Stallbaum’s note). The absolute genitive of time, 

which is so common, e.g. vuxrés, juépas, etc., is only an extension to 

sentences of its rarer connexion with individual substantives which we 

have here. On the meaning of wAjpopa as ‘the full complement,’ ‘ the 

complete tale,’ see the detailed note on Colossians, p. 257 sq. On the 

sense in which the time of the Advent could be regarded as the mAyjpopa 

Tay kaipay (Or Tou ypovov) see the note on Gal. iv. 4. 
tav katpav] ‘of the seasons, not rod xpovov as in Gal. iv. 4; comp. 

Mark i. 15 memAnpora: o Kxaipés Kai ijyyikev 7 Baoideia rov Oeov. Each 

season had its proper manifestation ; till at length, when all the seasons 

had run out, the crowning dispensation itself was revealed. The summing 

up (dvaxepaAaiwors) was impossible, until the sAyjpwya of the seasons had 

arrived. The idea involved in tov xapév, as distinguished from rod 

xpovov, is substantially the same as in Heb. i. 1 woAupep@s kal woAuTpéros 

maar 6 Geds AaArjoas...€n eoxaTov TAY Tuepov TovT@v eAdAnoev npyiv ev 
vid. For the meaning of xa:pos, as superadding to yxpdévos the idea of 
adaptation or propriety, see the note on 1 Thess. v. I. 

The words which follow show that in this expression, ro mAjpopa trav 

kaipav, no separation is made between the first and second Advent. The 

Incarnation is regarded as the beginning of the end. The dispensation, 
contemplated as a uazty, is contrasted with the several seasons which 

preceded. This mode of speaking accords with the language of the 

Apostles generally ; the Gospel belongs to the end of the ages; it is the 

closing scene of the world’s history : comp. e.g. Acts ii. 17, 1 Cor. x. 11, 

Heb. i. 2, 1 Pet. i. 20, 1 Joh. ii. 18, Jude 18. The dvaxedadaiwors began 
when the Word was made flesh, though the completion is still delayed. 

dvaxeporaudcacda.] ‘so as to gather up in one. The infinitive intro- 

duces the consequence : see notes on Col. i. 10, iv. 3,6. In this compound, 
while the preposition (dva) refers to the prior dispersion of the elements, 

the substantive (ce@dAav) describes the ultimate aggregation in one. 

Thus the whole compound involves the idea of unity effected out of 

diversity. It differs from ovykepadaodcba (the two words occur 
together in Iren. v. 29. 2) only in the emphasis which is thus thrown on 

the several parts before the union is effected. The preposition has the 

same force as in dvaywdcxew, dvaxpivew, dvaxvkav, dvadoyiferOar, dva- 

L. EP, 21 
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pavOdvew, dvaperpeiv, dvarreumdtew, dvackoreiv, dvarrpéper Oa, etc., or in the 
distributive dva pépos, ava duo, etc., and implies the process of going over 
the separate elements for the purpose of uniting them. Others attribute 

to it the idea of restoration, reunion ; and Tertullian insists strongly on 

this point ; de Monog. 5 ‘adeo in Christo omnia revocantur ad initium,’ 

76. 11 ‘affirmat omnia ad initium recolligi in Christo,” adv. Marc. v. 17 

‘recapitulare, id est, ad initium redigere vel ab initio recensere, etc.’ 

So interpreted, it was a serviceable weapon against the dualism of. 

Marcion, who maintained a direct opposition between the work of the 

Demiurge and the work of Christ. He had a right to press this idea in 

the corresponding word dmokara\Adooew of the parallel passage, Col. i. 
20, 21 (see the note there); but the sense of the preposition dvd here 

seems to be quite different. The verb dvaxepadaotcda has the following 

senses : (I) ‘to sum up,’ ‘to recapitulate’; Aristot. Fragm. 123 (p. 1499) 

dvaxeparardcacba mpos avapyyow: comp. Quint. Just. vi. 1. 1 ‘Rerum 

repetitio et congregatio, quae Graece dicitur dvaxehadaiwors, a quibusdam 

Latinorum exumeratio, et memoriam judicis reficit et totam simul causam 

ponit ante oculos, etc.’ (2) ‘To comprise,’ Rom. xiii. 9 et rus érépa évroAy, ev 

76 Ady ToUTw dvaxepadatoirat ; (3) ‘To exhibit in a compendious form,’ and 

so ‘to reproduce, Protev. Fac. 13 pare eis éue dvexepadaidOn 4 ioropia 

*Adawz; But in none of its senses does it involve the idea of bringing 
back to a former state. Ti éorw, writes Chrysostom, dvaxepadadoacba ; 

Suvayat. The word cannot however contain any immediate reference 

to the headship of Christ, as this father goes on to suggest, since it is 

derived from xepadatov, and not directly from xe@aAy. Thus the expres- 

sion implies the entire harmony of the universe, which shall no longer 

contain alien and discordant elements, but of which all the parts shall 

find their centre and bond of union in Christ. Sin and death, sorrow 

and failure and suffering, shall cease. There shall be a new heaven and 

anewearth. Ps.-Hippol. c. Bevon. 2 (p. 59 Lagarde), evidently referring to 

this passage, speaks of rd pvotnpiov ris avtod copaTdoews, 7s Epyov 1H TaV 

Gdav eatiy eis avrov dvaxefbadaiwots. There is also an obvious reference 
to it in a fragment of Justin Martyr’s 7reatise against Marcion, quoted 

by Irenzeus (iv. 6. 2) ‘Quoniam ab uno Deo, qui et hunc mundum fecit 

et nos plasmavit et omnia continet et administrat, unigenitus Filius 

venit ad nos, suum plasma 27 semetipsum recapitulans etc.’ The earlier 

fathers lay great stress on this idea, that the dvaxedadaiwars is effected by 

the Divine Word taking upon Himself the nature of His own creature ; 
comp. e.g. Iren. iii. 21. Iosq. Thus creation returns, as it were, unto 

Him from whom it issued forth. He is not only the 8? od, but also the 

els 6v; see the note on Col. i. 16, where other similar expressions in 
St Paul are given. 

By this same term, dvaxedadaiwors, and with an obvious allusion to 

St Paul’s language, Irenzeus describes the work of the Antichrist, who 

shall concentrate and summarize in himself all the elements of evil, all 
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the idolatry and all the wickedness, which have been since the beginning : 

Vv. 29. 2. 
14. dppaBdv] ‘an earnest) as in 2 Cor. i. 22, v. 5 Tov dppaBadva rod 

mvevdparos, where the word is used in the same connexion ; comp. Polyc. 
Phil. 8, Act. Thom. §1. It is a genuine Shemitic word }\a5y (derived from 

31y ‘to entwine,’ and so ‘to pledge’), and occurs in the Hebrew of 

Gen. xxxviii. 17, 18, 20, where it is transliterated, rather than translated, 

dppaBay, in the LXx. We might have imagined therefore that its use 

was derived from the Hebrew through the Lxx. But it occurs at an 

earlier date in classical authors, e.g. Iszeus de Cir. her. 23, Aristotle 

Pol. i, 11 (p. 1259), Antiphanes Fragm. Com. Il. p. 66 (Meineke), 
Menander, 24. Iv. p. 268, 283; and we must therefore suppose that 
the Greeks derived it from the Phoenicians, as the great trading and 
seafaring people of antiquity (comp. Ezek. xxvii. 13). Though (so far as 

I can discover from the latest authorities) there is no trace of the word in 

extant Phoenician remains, yet the close alliance of this language with 

the Hebrew renders its Phoenician source highly probable. The rela- 

tions between the Hebrews and the Greeks at an early age were too 

slight to suggest that the Greeks borrowed it from the Hebrews. Greece 

was chiefly known to the Hebrews as the great slave market, where 

the Phoenician traders sold their sons and daughters (Joel iii. 6, Is. Ixvi. 

19, Zech. ix. 13). The word was also introduced early into Latin 

(whether through the Greeks or through the Carthaginians, it is im- 

possible to say), and occurs several times in Plautus. In earlier Latin 
there was a tendency to clip it at the beginning (Plaut. Zvwc. iii. 2. 20 

A. ‘Perii, rabonem! quam esse dicam hanc beluam? Quin tu avrabonem 

dicis?’? S. ‘Ar facio lucri’); whereas in the fashionable dialect of a 

later age it was systematically clipped at the end (A. Gell. xvii. 2 ‘ Nunc 

arrabo in sordidis verbis haberi coeptus ac multo videtur sordidius arra, 

quamquam arra quoque veteres saepe dixerint et compluriens Laberius’). 
In this latter form it appears in the law books ; and so it has passed into 

the modern Romanic languages, avra, arrhes. The former mutilation 

may be compared with dus for omnibus ; the latter with mod, photo, etc. 

The word is also found in the Egyptian apxB. 

It must be observed that the expression is not évéxupov ‘a pledge,’ but 

dppaBdy ‘an earnest.’ In other words the thing given is related to the 
thing assured—the present to the hereafter—as a part to the whole. 
It is the same in kind. So Varro de L. L. iv. p. 41 ‘Arrabo sic dicta, ut 

reliquum reddatur. Hoc verbum a Graeco dppafdy reliquum ex eo 
quod debitum reliquit’; comp. Clem. Alex. £cl. Proph. 12, p. 992 
ovre yap wav kexopiopeba odre mavros vorepotper, GAN oiov dppaBava 
.mpooeAnpapev, Tertull. de Resurr. Carn. 53 ‘non arrabonem, sed 
plenitudinem’; see Pearson On the Creed, p. 615, note (ed. Chevallier). 

The patristic commentators on the passages in St Paul insist strongly on 

this force of dppaBdv, and St Jerome more especially on this passage 

21—2 
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complains that it is obliterated in the rendering of the Latin Version, 
though he himself has left ‘pignus’ in his own revision in all the three 

passages where the word occurs. Of the Latin fathers Tertullian gives 

‘arrabo’ (Resurr. Carn. 51, adv. Hermog. 34, adv. Marc. v. 12); and 

Vigilius Thapsensis ‘arra’ (de Trin. xii.). The others give ‘pignus,’ in 

quoting the passages of St Paul. In Iren. v. 8. 1, though the translator 

gives ‘pignus,’ the meaning of Irenzeus himself is clear; ‘Quod et 

pignus dixit Apostolus (hoc est Zarvs ejus honoris, qui a Deo nobis 

promissus est) in Epistola quae ad Ephesios est.’ Thus the expression 6 

dppaBav rov mvevparos includes the idea, which is elsewhere expressed by 

4) drapx} Tov mvevparos (Rom. viii. 23), the firs¢-/ruzts of a harvest to be 
reaped hereafter. The actual spiritual life of the Christian is the same 
in kind as his future glorified life; the kingdom of heaven is a present 

kingdom ; the believer is already seated on the right hand of God: 

comp. the note on Col. i. 13, ii. 13, iii. 1—4, and see below, ii. 6. Never- 

theless the present gift of the Spirit is only a small fraction of the future 

endowment. This idea also would be suggested by the usual relation 

between the earnest-money and the full payment ; comp. Theophrast. in 

Stob. Florzd, xliv. 22 (11. p. 168, Meineke) wodAamAacia 7 ris Tov dppa- 

Bavos. 

But the metaphor suggests, and doubtless was intended to suggest, 

another idea. The recipient of the earnest-money not only secures to 

himself the fulfilment of the compact from the giver, but he pledges 

himself to accomplish his side of the contract. By the very act of 

accepting the part payment, he has bound himself over to a certain 

reciprocation. The gift of the Spirit is not only a privilege, but also 

an obligation. This idea of an obligation is enforced in the context 
here, and in 2 Cor. i. 22, by the mention of the sea/img ; and in the latter 

passage it is still further emphasized by the reference to the security (6 

BeBaav nuas...<cis Xpeorév). The same idea appears again in iv. 30 py 

Aumeire rd mveipa...ev @ eappayiobnre x.7r.A. The Spirit has, as it were, 

a lien upon us. 
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dmoros, 265 

dé, 103; and éx, 23; applied to God, 

246 
dmodexvivat, 113, 200 

arddekis, 173 

droxadtrrew, 192 

dmoxadvyis, 102, 178 
droxarahNdocev, 322 
"Arrows, 153, 187, 195 
dmrohvTpwots, 271, 316 
droppavitey, 36 

dmooracia, III 

ambarodos, 142 

dpa, 75 
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dpa ody, 293, 305 
apyvptov, 19 

appaBur, 323 
dprt, 44, 115 
dpxayyedos, 68 
d&pxovres Too alwvos rovrov, 174 

dcéBea, doeB7s, 251, 278, 286 

dobdvea, 171 

aabevys, 80 

doropyos, 256 

Graxros, 80, 129 

aripatew, 254 

dromos, 124 

avidvew, 98 

abrés, 305 
ddivar and xwpicOjvat, 225 
adopltew, 244 

axpeody, 268 

BdOos, 178 

Bamrrigew, constructions with, 155 

BapBapos and "Env, 249 

Bapos, 24 
Baowrela tof Geos, 30, 101, 106, 212 

Baorreverr, 289, 294 

BéBatos, 280 

Buwrexds, 211 

Bpbxos, 234 
Bpwpa, 185, 214 

Tatos, 155 

yada, 185 
yapmety, yapetobat, 232 

yap, 260, 286 

yewpyov, 188 
yiyvecOat, 245, 300, 301; els, 125 &, 

23, 172; with adverb, 28; and ela, 

14, 167 ‘ 

ywookew and eléévar, 179, 302 

youn, 152 
ywaous, 147 

yuorts, 252 

ypauparets, 159 
ypaph, 277 

déxerOa, 30, 181 
did, 263, 2793 applied to God, 150, 

246; and éx, 274 

INDEX OF GREEK WORDS. 

dtadrAdocev, 288 

Staroyiouds, 195, 253 

Siagépe, 262 

Slkavos and dyads, 286, 303 

Sixaroctvn, 168; Oc, 250, 270 

Otxatobv, 213 

Sixalwua, 292 

Sixalws, 27 

Oiért, 37 

Siwyuss, 99 
Soxeiv, 194 

Soxipagew, 21, 84, 255, 262 
Soxiun, 285 

Oda, 30, 103, 253, 271, 314 

Obats, Sdua, 291 

Soidos, 244 

SpdocerOat, 195 

Ovvapus, 13, 102, 158, 164 

dvagdnpely, 200 

Swped, Sapov, 291 

éyxaxely, éxkaxelv, 132 

éyxauxao bar, 98 

éyxérrew, 37 

éyxpareverOat, 224 

eypaya, 207, 219 

el, with subj. 77; ef kal, 229; el ua, . 
227 

eldévar, 53, 55) 79, 103, 1713 and 

ywiexew, 179, 302 

eldos, 87 

eldwAb0uT0s, 213 Sq. 

eldwrov, 208 

elkav, 253 

efXaro, form, 119 

elrep, IOI, 274 

els and mpos, 13, 131, 252; after elvac, 

ywdonew, 12, 197, 217 
els rédos, 35 

els rov &va, 78 

eicodos, 16 

éx, 245, 2973 and did, 274 

&xdtkos, 57 

exdudxew, 33 
éxxAnala, 32, 99; Oeod, 7, 144 
éxdéyew, 312 

éxdoyn, 12, 105, 312 

édeos, 8 
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“EdAny and BdpBapos, 249 
royav, 289 
é\rls, 10 | 

év, 68, 89, 210; instrumental, 69; 

repeated, 247 

Woerypa, Wwoeikis, 100, 272, 273 

évdokatev, 104 

évivvauouv, 282 

évéxupov, 323 

évépyeta mAavys, 118 
évepyetv, 31 

éviordvat, 110 

évopkigfew, Ot 

éviriov, 167 
éfararay, 303 

éfeyelpew, 216 

éf€pyerOat, 16 

enxetobar, 15° 

étouevely, 211 

éetovola, 130 
éfoucwfew, 214 

éopratvew, 206 

émayyédvev, 282 

émiOavdrios, 200 * 

émixahetoOat, 145, 146 

émimoeiv, 45, 247 

émioriv, 228 ‘ 

emiorohy (%)) 91, 109, 133) 135) 207 
émisuvayury}, 108 

eniTayh, 223, 231 

émipdvea, 116 

€moukodouelv, 190 

érovouatew, 261 

éroupavios, 312 

épydsecOar, meprepydtecOar, 131 

epyov and kxapmés, 298; and xézos, 11 

épetv, 276 

ép.Gela, 259 

€pis and {fdos, 186 

épwrév, 51, 108 

edayyerlfew, 44 

ebayyéMov, 120, 2443; mou, 261 

evyevjs, 165 

evdoxely, 26 
edboxla, 106, 314 
eddoyelv, 311 

eddoynros, evrAoynuEeVvos, 310 

ebododcbat, 247 
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ebrdpedpos, 234 

evoxnubyus, 61 

ebxaptoreiy, 8, 9, 82, 146, 247, 252, 

310 

épevperys KaxGv, 256 
éxOpds, 288 

@ws, 115 

ffdos and gps, 186 

gnesodv, 192 

{nrobv and aireiy, 162 

stun, 204 
gw and Blos, 211 
Sworoety, 281 

Hy 38, 2953 4 Kal, 261 
aryvamnpevos (6), 315 

7q5n, 212 

sepa (4), 71, 73» 105, 1925 avOpwmlyy, 
198 

Hrvos, 25 

Fro, 298 
ATTHEA, 212 

Oéarporv, 200 

Oé\nua, 52, 261 

Oeuédov, 189 

Oeodldaxros, 59 

Geodroyla and olkovopla, 320 

Ocds kat Ilarjp, 12, 48, 311 

Ocoorvyys, 256 

Oedrns, 320 

Onoavplfew, 259 

OAlyis, 45, 99, 101, 260 

Ovnrds and vexpés, 297 

Opoeic bat, 109 

Owpak, 75 

Ydios, 33, 61 
Daorhpiov, 271 

imelperOar, 25 

wa, 34, 73) 1323; present indicative 

after, 199; ellipses after, 111, 168 

xadlfew, 113 

Kadopay, 252 

kal inserted, 63; 

clauses, 55 

after comparative 



328 

kawérns, 296, 302 

katpds and xpévos, 37, 70, 321 
xaxla, 206, 255 

Kadorrotety, 132 

kahés, 220, 303; 7d Kaddv, 86 

kaprros, 298 
Kaptropopey, 301 

kar’ dvOpwrov, 186, 266 
karaBorn Kbopou, 312 

karddados, 256 

karadddooev, 288 

karapyety, 115, 166, 175, 300, 302 
karaprifew, 47, 152 

Karaxpacbat, 233 

Karevwtiov, 313 

karepydfew, 255, 260 
KarevOuvew, 48, 127 

karéxew, 114, 251 

KatXnUa, 204, 277 

keioOat, 42 

kédevopa, 67 

xevds and pdratos, 18; els Kevbv, 43 

kipuyua, 161, 172 
Kygias, 153, 195 

khérrns, 73 
KAfjows, 108, 164, 228 

KAntbs, 142, 145, 163, 244, 246 

xo.la and o@pa, 215 

koipacbat, 63, 65 

kowwvla, 150 

kodakela, 23 

kéqos and épyov, 11; and wdxGos, 26, 

130 
kécpos, 160, 161, 252, 280 

xplvetv and its compounds, 118, 181, 

182, 210, 258, 265, 266 

Kplomos, 155 

KpiTnpiov, 211 

Kupios, 187 

Aareiy and Adyew, 269; twa after, 34 

AapBdvew and atpew, 216 
Aéye, impersonal, 217 

Aéyerw and Aadelv, 269; 7d adrd, 151 
Aoylfew, 277, 283 

Abyos and yrdois, 147; and Kipvypua, 

172; and ddvayis, 13; Tod Kuplov, 

153 dkojs, 30 

INDEX OF GREEK WORDS. 

Aoldopos, 209 

Aocrol (ot), 63, 75, 225 
Aouwdv, 51, 124, 232 

débrpov and kindred words, 218, 271, 
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paxapiopes, 278 

paxpobupla, 259 

papripecOar, paprupeicOa, 29, 58 
paprupla, papripwov, 171 
paras, 18, 252 

pedtew, peOtoxerOat, 75 

Bébucos, 209 

pwédr\ew, 42, 290 

Meplfew, 155 
peracxnparifey, 199 

wh for ob, 39, 166, 265 

Hyde, pyre, 109 

Mires, 43 
pareye, 211 

pela, prin, 9 
povapxla and olkovoula, 320 

pévor, ellipse after, 114 

popdh, wdppwors, 262 
pbxGos and «bros, 26, 130 

BvoTipiov, 175, 318 

vads, 113, 194 

vexpds and Oynrés, 297 
vatios, 24, 36, 173, 185 
vouos, 260, 261, 269, 270, 274, 203» 

300, 304, 305 
voids, 88, 109, 152, 183 

vuxros Kal qjuépas, 27, 130 

viv, vuvl, 45, 113, 209, 302, 303 

olkodouetv, 78 

olkodouy, 189 

olkovoula, 319 

olkovépuos, 197, 319 
BreApos, 103 

ddtydyuxos, 80 
6dSkAnpos, 87, 173 
ddoredjs, 87 

Odws, 202, 212 

buelperOa, 25 

dpolwua, 253, 296 
Gvoua, 106, 246, 262 
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Srha, 297 

Spy (i), 17) 35) 262, 288 
éppaves, 36 
éotws, 27 

Goris, 103, 298 

6rt, after eldévat, 12; causal and ob- 

jective senses of, 97 
od mdvTws, 208, 267 
odpavés, plural of, 17 

obrws, 22, 69, 212, 224, 231, 235 
bperryH, 221 

éywror, 299 

awdvrore, 35 

mapdBacts, rapdtrwua, 293 
maparyyédhew, 129 

mapddocts, 121, 129 

mapaxadely, 29, 41, 78 

mapaxeltcOat, 304 

wapdxAyots, 20 

mapahapBdvew, 30, 121, 129 

Tmapapuvdetcbat, 29 

Tapdrrwpa, tapdBacts, 290, 293 

mapecépxer0at, 293 

mapehdBocay, form, 129 

mdpects, 273 

mapOévos, 231 

mapovola, 38, 116 

mappyotdgerOat, 19 

mwhoxa, 205 

Tladdos, 6, 37; 309 

mel@ew, constructions with, 127 
wedbs, 172 

r&Oew, 203 
mepl, 41, 77) 124 

meprepydgerOar, 131 

mepixddapa, 200 
wepirolnots, owrnplas, 76; dofys, 121 

mepiccevew, 48, 293, 316 

Tepiccorépws, 37 

meplynua, 201 

miorebew, 104 

mioreverOat, with acc., 21, 264 

alors (7), 10, 125 

morbs, 309 

wrdvn, 20 

Treovdseav, 48, 293 

wheovexreiv, wheovetla, 21, 56, 255 
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wAnpogopla, 13 

TANPwea, 321 

tAoros, 316 

mvedua, 88, 109, 181, 183, 245 

modnol (ol), 291 
tovypla, 206, 255 
tmovnpds, trovypsv, 125 

topvela, 53, 202, 221, 255 

Tov, 282 

Tpayyua, 57, 203, 210 

mpdocewv and roeiv, 257, 263 
mpoaridteyv, 267 
mpoemaryyéNiew, 244 

mpoéxev, 267 
mpbdects, 318 
mpooTdwevot (ol), 79 

mpooplfew, 313 
TpoTdoxew, 19 

Tmpordrwp, 276 

mpés, 42; and els, 13, 131, 252 

Tpocaywyh, 284 

mporbévat, 271, 318 

mpbpacis, 23 

mpopirys, mpopnrela, 83 

mupos, did, 193 

pudmevos (6), 17 

calvew, 42 

cadevev, Log 
capxikds, adpxwos, 184, 303 

adpt, 88 

Zaravas, 37, 204 

oBevview, 82 
oéBacpa, 112 

oéBecOa, ceBdgerOa, 254 

onpetov, 162 

onueotcbat, 133 

ZiArovaves, 6 
oxeios, 53 

oxorifew, cxorody, 253 

cola, 157, 159, 161, 164, 174; and 
ppbvnots, 317 

copés, 159, 189, 249 

oréyew, 40 

oré\\ew, 129 
orevoxwpla, 260 

orépavos, 38 
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oTHKEW, 45, I2t 
ornplgeyv, 123 

oroxev, 280 

ouyyyepn, 223 

cuyKeparaodcba:, 321 

ovykplvew, 181 

ouppiBafewv, 183 

oupmapaxanelv, 248 

ouppunrerns, 32 

ouvayuyy, 32 

owavaplyuoba, 134 

ouvepyos, 41, 188 
ouvevdoxely, 225, 257 

oursnraT as, 159 
, cwHAderOat, 304 

ouvbdrrew, 296 
ouvorédrew, 232 

ogparyls, 279 
oxAua, 199 
oxloua, 151 

oxorNdsew, 221 

owhdomevos, 157 

odpa, 88, 218, 301, 305; and xoAla, 

215 
Zwodévys, 143 

cwrnpla, 288 

Taxéws, 108 

réetos, 173, 185 

rl ert, 266 

Tim, 55, 218, 316 
Tiudbeos, 7 

tls oldev, 227 
70 for dare, 41, 56; giving precision, 52 
7d Kar’ éud, 249 
totro dé éarw, 248 
Tpamegirar Sbxiuor, 85 

Tpéxe, 124 

Tpbpos, 172 

Tpops, 25 

UBpliew, 19 

UBpiorhs, 256 

vlodecta, vidrns, 314 
lol gwrés, jmépas, 74 

brako}, 246, 293, 298 

Uravdpos, 300 

brdvrnots, 69 

INDEX OF GREEK WORDS. 

brép, 41, 77, 108, 1243 words com- 

pounded with, 47, 294 
UmepalpecOat, 112 

bmépakwos, 234 

brepavtdvew, 98 

UmepBalvew, 56 
Urepexmepiccod, 46 
brepjpavos, 256 

breprepircevery, 204 
brddtxos, 270 
Yrouov}, 11, 993 Too Xpiorod, 128 

bmoriTwots, 262 

dorepeicbar ev, 148 

borépnua, 27, 47 

pappaxds, 201 

gnolv, impersonal, 217 

pOdvew, 35 

pradedrgla, 59 

pldnua drytov, go 
piroripeiobar, 60 

poBos, 172 
ppovynors and codla, 317 

gpurede, 187 

xalpewv, 81 

xdpis, 8, 146, 314 
xdpiopa, 148, 180, 224, 248, 290 

Xaperody, 315 

XMPa, 234 
Xddn, 152 
XpacOat, 233 

Xpnuarlfew, 300 

XpnoToTys, 259 
Xpiords écravpwpévos, 162, 171 
Xpiords "Incovs, 309 
Xpovos and Kaipds, 37, 70, 321 
xpualov, 191 , 

wWebdos (7d), 118, 254 

yOupioris, 256 

yuxy, 88 
yuxixds, 181 

edly, 72 

wpa, 37 
ws édy, 25 
ws 671, ITO 
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Achaicus, 152, 156, 219 

Acts of the Apostles; confirm the facts 
of the Pauline Epistles, 16, 17, 19, 

43> 48, 53, I12, 125, 151, 206, 2503 

reports of St Paul’s speeches in, 43 
Adam, the Second, 289 sq 

Advent, the Second; the topic of the 

Thessalonian Epistles, 38, 60, 62, 66, 
78; actual, 67; attendant angels in, 

50, 68, 102; other accompaniments 

of, 102, 192, 193; the Apostles’ idea 
of its nearness, 65 sq, 108 sq, 1163 
periodical anticipations of, 62 ; Pauline 
terms to designate, 108, 116; ‘the 

day, 71, 73) 74, 108, 192, 259; 
character of the punishments of the 
wicked at, 102, 103 

Anacolutha in St Paul, 52 
Anarthrous terms in St Paul, 280 

Angels; accompanying Christ at the 
Second Advent, 50, 68, 102; Jewish 

speculations about, 68 
Antichrist, 111, 112, 114, 322 3: parallel- 

isms between Christ and, 114, 116 
Antinomianism alleged in St Paul’s 

teaching, 277 

Apocalypsis Eliae, 176, 178 
Apocalyptic passages in N.T.; style of, 

72, 1163 based on O.T., 50, 72, 102 

Apollos; his history, 153, 187, 189; 
his friendly relations with St Paul, 
154, 187 ; characteristics of his party 

at Corinth, 157; the name, 153 

Aristotle; quoted, 19, 23, 86, 117, 189, 
211, 222, 261, 287, 292, 317, 318, 

319; his Greek, 133 

SUBJECTS. 

Armenian correspondence between St 

Paul and Corinth, 207, 219 sq 
Armour, the Christian, 75 

Ascensio Isaiae, 176, 316 
Ascetic additions of scribes, 222 

Aspirates, anomalous, in manuscripts of 

the Pauline Epistles, 26 

Atonement, the doctrine in St Paul; 

see Soteriology : 

Authorised Version; archaisms in the, 

61,198, 223, 256; renderingscriticised, 

12, 16, 18, 37, 385 41) 46) 51) 575 59s 
100, 102, 108, 109, I12, 113, 114, 

138, 147) 153, 162, 167, 171, 172, 
181, 194, 198, 216, 223, 232, 2345 

245, 246, 250, 257, 264, 273, 291, 
296, 297: 298, 300, 302, 304 

Baptism ; form of primitive, 155; often 

performed by subordinates, 156; 

references of St Paul to, 213, 226, 

298 sq; kiss of peace at, g1; called 

oppayis, 279 
Barnabas, Epistle of; quoted, 11, 59, 

92, 279, 316; on the moral character 

of the Apostles, 278, 286; acquainted 
with the Ep. to the Romans, 279 

Baur, 31 

Bengel, 40, 53, 58, 65, 66, 67, 69, 75, 
83, 131, 143, 156, 167, 187, 188, 

204, 209, 210, 225, 262 

‘Bentley, 291 
Bethany, perhaps thename ofadistrict, 23 

‘by’ meaning ‘ against,’ 198 

Cabiri worshipped in Thessalonica, 20 
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Caligula’s statue in Jerusalem, 113 
‘Calling’ and kindred words in St 

Paul’s Epistles, 12, 14, 105, 121, 

145, 164, 227, 228, 312, 318 
Calvin; quoted, 127, 164, 168, 290; 

on a lost letter of St Paul to Corinth, 

207 
Celibacy, St Paul on, 221, 231 
Celsus, 163, 286 
Cephas, the name in St Paul’s Epistles, 

153 
Chloe; her social status, 152; her 

household, 152, 202; the name, 152 

Christian ministry in St Paul’s time, 

79 
Christianity; and the human body, 

553 sensualised by some early con- 

verts, 21 

Christians; social conditions of early, 
165; treatment by St Paul of offen- 

ders among, 134 
Chrysostom, 8, 11, 29, 38, 42, 44, 48, 

53: 541 64, 78, 80, 84, go, 132, 147, 
167, 181, 206, 218, 221, 229, 311, 

320, 322 
‘Church’; St Paul’s use of the term, 7, 

32, 144; his comprehensive view of, 

1453 see also dytos 
Clement of Alexandria, 25, 85, 90, 

112, 159, 174, 223, 253, 259, 262, 

287, 315) 320, 323 

Clement of Rome; quoted, 8, 18, 20, 

28, 59, 64, 92, 146, 154, 169, 186, 

257, 259, 283, 293, 313, 316; shows 

acquaintance with St Paul’s Epistles, 
169, 177, 253, 263, 278; with 1 Peter, 
8 

Cocceian controversy, 273 

Conybeare and Howson, 22 
Corinth, Church of ; its character, 148, 

148, 203 sq, 213; its constitution, 

215; schisms at, 152 sq; probably 

never visited by St Peter, 153; lost 

letters of St Paul to, 207; the lost 

letter to St Paul from, 207, 219; ex- 

tant spurious correspondence, 207, 
219 sq 

Corinthia verba, 170 

INDEX OF SUBJECTS. 

Corinthians, First Epistle to the; ana- 

lysis, 139 sq; time of year of writing, 

206; known to Clement of Rome, 

154 
Corinthians, Second Epistle to the, 

time of year of writing, 206 
Crispus, 155 
Cumulative compounds in St Paul's 

Epistles, 46, 98, 294 

Death; the Christian idea of, 65; 

literal and spiritual in St Paul, 289, 

305 
delatores, reference by St Paul to, 256 

Divinity of our Lord emphasized in the 
earliest of St Paul’s Epistles, 48 

ecdicus, 57 

‘Election’ in St Paul’s system; see 

Calling 

Ellicott, Bishop, 42, 44, 47) 53) 55, 68, 
69, 78, 88, 121, 124, 133 

Ellipses in St Paul’s Epistles, 28, 49, 
104, I10, 114, 165, 168, 199, 203, 

276, 278, 284, 293 
Ephesians, Epistle to the; a circular 

letter, 309; presents coincidences 
with 1 Peter, 310 

Epistolary aorist, 207 

Epistolary plural never used by St Paul, 
22, 37, 98, oI, 119, 246 

Esoteric doctrine, no trace in St Paul 

of, 174, 185 

Ethical terms affected by Christianity, 
186, 209 

Faith, hope and charity in St Paul’s 
Epistles, 10 

Fortunatus, 152, 156, 219 

Gaius, persons of the name mentioned 
in the N.T., 155 

Genitives, the subjective and objective 
blended in, 127 

Gospel; no evidence in St Paul’s 
writings of a written, 71; ‘my gos- 
pel,’ 120, 261 

Greece ; its connexion with Pheenicia and 
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Palestine in early times, 323; its divi- 
sion into Roman provinces in St Paul’s 
time, 15 

Heathen world, immorality of the, in 
St Paul’s day, 20, 53, 56, 214, 252 sq 

Hebrews, Epistle to the; perhaps in- 

fluenced by 1 Corinthians, 185; by 
Romans, 282 

Hermas, the ‘Shepherd’ of, 26, 82, 

155, 279, 281 
Holy Spirit; its gifts, 82 sq, 147, 

148 sq, 248; include the testing 

of spirits, 84, 109 

‘Idol,’ the word, 208 

Ignatian Epistles, 8, 11, 65, 76, 82, 

128, 129, 148, 173, 174, 206, 230, 262, 
296, 299, 310, 316, 317, 319, 320 

Immorality of the heathen world in 

St Paul’s day, 20, 53, 56, 214, 252 sq 
Incarnation, the doctrine of the, called 

q olkovoyla, 319 Sq 

Incest, the case at Corinth of, 202 sq, 

213 
Irenzeus, 25, 113, 120, 169, 286, 320, 

322, 324 

Jerome, 6, 15, 56, 71, 176, 205, 268, 

311, 323 
Jews; the opinion of Tacitus and St 

Paul on the, 34; condemned by their 

crucifixion of Jesus Christ, 35 sq ; the 
crucified Messiah « stumbling-block 
to, 163; St Paul’s love for the, 31, 

250; his description of their state, 

258 sq; of their privileges, 264 sq; 
persecute St Paul at Thessalonica, 16, 

33, 38, 64, 125; and elsewhere, 125; 

doctrine of the resurrection among 

the, 64; see also Rabbinical teaching 

John (St), coincidences with St Paul’s 

teaching in, 107, 111, 118, 128, 278, 

316 

Josephus, 6, 23, 36, 82, 87, 113, 175, 
228, 262, 273 

Jowett, 7, 8, 53, 56, 65, 102, 257, 265, 

274, 286, 288, 296, 302 

SUBJECTS. 333 

Julius Ceesar, 17, 113 
Justification by faith, the Pauline doc- 

trine of, 168, 186, 259, 278 

Justin Martyr, 84, 90, 155, 162, 163, 

165, 206, 221, 320, 322 

Kingdom of Christ, its meaning in St 
Paul, 30, 101, 106, 175) 312, 319 

Lachmann, 42, 154, 167 

Last Judgment; see Advent, the Second 
Law; the word in St Paul, 304; asso- 

ciated with the circumcision, 280; 

multiplies sin, 270 sq 

Law terms in St Paul’s Epistles, 210, 

234 
Light a symbol of the Messiah, 74 

Litotes in St Paul’s Epistles, 57, 125 
Liturgical forms, as affecting readings 

in the N.T., 97, 218 

Lobeck, 26, 27, 33) 35) 44, 53> 119, 
I7I, 209, 224, 232 

Longinus on St Paul’s style, 173 

Lucian, 29, 60, 163, 209, 211 

Liinemann, 52, 71, 104 

Macedonia, evangelisation of, 60 

Man of sin, 119 sq 
Marriage, St Paul’s views on, 55, 221, 

225 Sq, 231, 234 
‘Martyrdom of Polycarp,’ 146 
‘Mercy-seat,’ the word, 272 

Messiah ; stumbling-block of a suffer- 
ing, 162, 163, 175 sq; how met by 
the Jews, 163; titles used by St 

Paul, 17, 74, 290, 316; the Jewish doc- 

trine of the resurrection and of the, 64 

Metaphors; inversions in St Paul of, 

43, 205, 272; transition in St Paul 
of, 98; special Pauline, military, 75, 
80, 129, 297, 299; nautical, 109, 

129; sacrificial, 313; the amphi- 
theatre, 200; the athlete, 20; the 

builder, 78, 188 sq, 191, 194; coin- 
testing, 21, 84, 255, 285; the body and 

members, 216; the herald, 161; the 

husbandman, 187 sq; the nurse and 
the father, 29; the steward, 194, 319 
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Meyer, 192, 204, 207, 212, 226, 234, 

271, 278, 281, 284, 286 
Miracles, how expressed in the N.T., 

117, 162, 164 

obsonium, 299 
CEcumenius, 31 

Offenders, St Paul’s treatment of Chris- 

tian, 134 

Old Testament; style in apocalyptic 
passages of the N.T., 72, 102; titles 

of Jehovah appropriated to our Lord, 
102, 106 

‘On a Fresh Revision of the English 
New Testament’, 57, 76, 86, 118, 
126, 182, 262, 288, 291 

Origen, 25, 69, 81, 85, 89, 165, 172, 
174, 176, 211, 223, 229, 263, 268, 

272, 275s 320 
Oxymoron in St Paul, 61 

Paley, 32, 110, 156 

Paradoxes in St Paul’s Epistles, 61 

Paronomasia in St Paul’s Epistles, 131, 

187, 198 
Passover imagery adopted by St Paul, 

205 sq 
Paul (St); his movements, 40, 99, 206 ; 

illustrated from the Acts of the 
Apostles; see Acts of the Apostles ; 
persecuted at Thessalonica, 14, 33, 

38; his manual labours, 27; his 

needs supplied, 24, 27; probably 

unmarried, 223; his physical infir- 
mity, 38, 171; his power to work 

miracles, 13; prefatory salutations in 
his Epistles, 5, 97, 142, 244, 309; 

concluding salutations, 91, 135 sq; 

lost letters of, 122, 136, 207; for- 

geries circulated in his name, 109, 

110, 136; his style; see Anacolutha, 
Cumulative compounds, Ellipses, Epis- 

tolary plural, Litotes, Metaphors, 

Oxymoron, Paronomasia; testimony 
of Jerome, 15; of Longinus, 173; 
his acquaintance with classical au- 

thors, 151; his teaching on bap- 
tism, 213, 226, 295 sq; on Christian 

liberty, 213, 230; on circumcision, 

228; on divorce, 225; on justifica- 

tion by faith, 168, 186, 259, 278; on 

marriage, 55, 221, 225 Sq, 231, 2343 
on non-essentials in religion, 213; 

on predestination, etc., 12, 14, 105, 

T2I, 145, 164, 227, 228, 313, 3183 
on the scheme of salvation; see 

Soteriology; on thanksgiving, 8, 18, 
81, 82, 146, 3143; his comprehensive 
spirit, 145, 225, 228; his delicacy of 
feeling, 57, 154, 187, 248; his desire 

for life, 1243; his disinterestedness 
and yet his claims, 24, 130; his love 

for the Jews, 31, 250; his pride in 

Roman citizenship, 230; his sym- 
pathy, 101; his teaching compared 
with St James, 31; with St John, 
107, 111, 118, 128, 278, 316; his 
coincidences with St Luke’s Gospel, 72 

Pelagius, 8, 27, 29 
Persius, 254 

Peter (St); his movements, 1533 pro- 
bably never at Corinth, 153; his 

teaching and St Paul’s, 316; his 

first Epistle imitated by Clement of 
Rome, 8 

Peter, Second Epistle of, apocalyptic 
passages in, 72 

Philippi; persecutions at, rg; supplies 

to St Paul from, 24 

Philippians, Epistle to the; shows co- 
incidences with 1 Thess., 8; with 

2 Thess., 99, 100, 102; with 1 Cor., 

150 

Philo, 28, 65, 68, 76, 87, 88, 113, 124, 

157, 185, 205, 217, 234, 253, 256, 

261, 263, 265, 272, 281, 291, 310, 

313 
Philostratus, 34 

Polycarp, the Epistle of, 11, 313; the 
author acquainted with 2 Thess., 99, 

134 
Prepositions, St Paul’s careful use of, 274 
Presbyters, duties of, 79 

Proper names, contracted forms of Greek, 
6 

‘Prophecy,’ the word, 83, 149 
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Psychology of St Paul, 88, 183 

Purgatory, the Romish doctrine not in 

St Paul’s Epistles, 193 
Pythagoras, 173 

Quotations in St Paul’s Epistles; in- 
exact, 176 sq, 216, 266, 270; their 

application, 195, 217 

Rabbinical teaching ; on baptism, 226; 

on Greek culture, 159; on going to 
law, 210, 2123 on marriage, 203, 
2243 on polygamy, 221; on moral 
lapse, 254; on the duty of work, 27, 
131, 132 

Resurrection, the doctrine of the; pro- 

minent in St Paul’s teaching, 63 sq, 

246, 283; connected with moral 
resurrection, 281; moral import of 

the doctrine of the resurrection of the 
body, 215 

Roman Church; its constitution and 

character in St Paul’s day, 246, 249, 
301; his desire to visit it, 248 

Roman Emperor, possible allusions in 
St Paul to, 113, 253, 256 

Roman Empire, as the restraining 
power upon Antichrist, 114 

Romans, Epistle to the; analysis, 
239 sq; leading ideas and purpose 
of, 244, 2453 known to the author 

of the Epistle of Barnabas, 279; of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, 282 

Salutations in St Paul’s Epistles ; open- 

ing, 5) 97, 142 Sq, 244, 309; closing, 
91, 135 Sq 

Salvation, St Paul’s doctrine of; see 
Soteriology 

Sayings of our Lord preserved by St 

Paul, 65, 71, 80, 85 
schema, 199 

Sentences, effect of the growth of lan- 
guage on the formation of, 39 

Silas; the name, 6; see Sivanus 

Silvanus ; his history and journeys, 6, 
19, 40, 60, 172; a Jewish Christian 

and a Roman citizen, 7; his con- 
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nexion with the Thessalonian Church, 

5; his importance, 6; legendary 
bishop of Thessalonica, 6 

Sin, words used by St Paul to connote, 

293 
Sosthenes; his history, 143; his con- 

nexion with the Corinthian Church, 

5) 143 
Soteriology, St Paul’s doctrine of, 77, 

157, 168, 218, 230, 272, 288 sq, 

314 8q, 316 
Stanley, Dean, 151, 195, 207, 208, 209, 

227 
Stephanas, 152, 156, 202, 219 

Stoic phraseology adopted by St Paul, 
195, 200, 229 

Tabernacles, Feast of, and 2 Corin- 

thians, 206 

Tacitus on the characteristics of the 

Jews, 34 
Tertullian; quoted, 54, 90, 103, 164, 

223, 320, 322, 323, 3243 criticised, 

33) 70, 100 
Thanksgiving, its prominence in St 

Paul’s teaching, 8, 81, 82, 146, 247, 

252, 314 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 42, 54, 180, 311 

Theodoret, 54, 63, 80, 159, 229 

Theophrastus, the Greek of, 133 

Thessalonian Church ; its founders, 5; 

its history, 7, 62, 120; its character- 

istics, 46, 60, 62, 78, 128, 1333 its 

constitution, 16; St Paul’s affection 

for, 38; no letter to St Paul from, 

133 
Thessalonians, First Epistle to the; 

analysis, 3; divisions, 48; resem- 
blances to 2 Thess., 122; to the 

Epistle to the Philippians, 8; post- 
script, go sq; prominence given in it 
to thanksgiving, 8, 30 sq; to hope, 

10; to the Second Advent, Io, 16 sq, 

50, 62 sq 
Thessalonians, Second Epistle to the; 

analysis, 95 ; resemblancesto 1 Thess., 

122; to the Epistle to the Philip- 

pians, 99, 100, 102 
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Thessalonica; its important position, 
15; Jews at, 33, 1253 St Paul’s stay 

at, 273 persecutions there, 14, 32, 

33> 38, 991 125 
Timothy ; his movements, 40, 60, 172, 

201; his circumcision, 228; associ- 

ated with St Paul in his Epistles, 7, 

40, 309; his title ddeApés, 41 

Titus; movements of, 201; why not 

circumcised, 228 

‘ Tradition’ in the New Testament, 121 

Truth and falsehood, St Paul and St 

John on, 118, 251, 254 

SUBJECTS. 

Vaughan, Dr, 116, 248, 258, 265, 267, 
278, 277, 280, 282, 286, 290, 296, 

297, 298 

Waddington, 6 
Wicked; stages in the downward career 

of the, 117,254.q; character of their 
final punishment, 102, 103 

Wisdom, Book of; its birthplace, 252, 
2533; shows correspondences with 

the Epistle to the Romans, 252 
Women, important position in the 

Early Church of, 152 
Worship of animals satirised, 253 
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